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IV 

In the two previous articles of this series we have treated the 
section 2 Thess. 2:3-12, in which Paul points out that, although the 
day of judgment will come suddenly, it will not come before the 
great falling away and the Antichrist will have made his ap- 
pearance, and in which the apostle also describes in greater detail 
the nature and activities of Antichrist. This section has been the 
subject of much controversy. Moreover, the very fact that many 
will not recognize the Antichrist and will be deceived by him is an 
important factor in the “deceivableness of unrighteousness” and 
“strong delusion” to which the apostle refers, vv.9-11. For these 
reasons we should like to go into this matter more thoroughly. 
We shall briefly discuss the various interpretations and point out 
on the basis of history that our Confessions are right in recognizing 
the Roman Pope as the Antichrist foretold in Scripture, when, for 
example, the appendix to the Smalcald Articles, “Of the Power 
and Primacy of the Pope,” states: “The marks (all the vices) of 
the Antichrist plainly agree with the kingdom of the Pope and 
his adherents,” basing that declaration primarily on 2 Thess. 2 
(Triglotta, p.515). Lengthy dissertations and entire books have 
been written on this section of Scripture, and in commentaries we 
often find a special excursus in which the various views are re- 
corded and discussed. Eadie devotes forty pages to such an 
excursus (A Commentary on the Greek Text of the Epistles of 
Paul to the Thessalonians, pp. 329—370: “The Man of Sin”). Like- 
wise Wohlenberg (Kommentar zum Neuen Testament .. . heraus- 
gegeben von Dr. Theo. Zahn.—Der erste und zweite Thessalo- 
nicherbrief ausgelegt von Lic. G. Wohlenberg, pp. 170—214: Exkurs 
zu.2 Thess. 2, 3—8). The discussion centers chiefly around the 
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question who the man of sin and the son of perdition is and, linked 
up with that question, who the “who now letteth” is. It would lead 
us too far afield to mention and refute all of the views expressed, 
but the chief ones must be considered. We shall then the more 
certainly find and establish the correct interpretation. In analyzing 
the various interpretations we shall make special use of the ex- 
cellent treatise by the younger Philippi (Ferdinand Philippi, Die 
biblische und kirchliche Lehre vom Antichrist. Guetersloh, 1877). 

If we proceed historically, we shall find four distinct interpreta- 
tions: 1. The interpretation of the Church Fathers; 2. the inter- 
pretation of the Reformation era; 3. the historical view; 4. the 
chiliastic view. 

We shall begin with the view held by the Church Fathers 
as it appears in the writings of Irenaeus, Tertullian, Chrysostom, 
Cyrill of Jerusalem, Augustine, Theodoret, Theodore of Mopsvestia, 
Hippolytus (who wrote a dissertation on De Anti-Christo), Lac- 
tantius, Origen, Ephraem the Syrian. While they differ greatly 
in details, there is essential agreement among them in that a 
personal Antichrist will appear before the return of Christ; in him 
all the characteristics will appear that are mentioned in the section 
of Scripture under discussion. Some of them think chiefly of some 
temporal ruler, others of an archheretic and false Messiah or false 
prophet. They are agreed that the Antichrist is still in the future 
and that he is an individual. However, Augustine already takes 
cognizance of a collective interpretation, that the term Antichrist 
refers not only to the godless prince, but includes the whole number 
of his adherents, the body of which he is to be the head. Already 
prior to that time the well-known legend about Nero had originated, 
that Nero, the bitter enemy and bloodthirsty persecutor of the 
Christians, had not died, but had only withdrawn to reappear in 
the course of time as the Antichrist (Nero redivivus.) 

A second view is that held during the Reformation era, the 
development of which began as early as the eleventh century. 
According to this view the Antichrist prophesied in Scripture is 
a collective person, the term designating the Papacy. This view 
is found already among the so-called forerunners of the Reforma- 
tion, the Waldensians, the Wyclifites and Hussites, also, as it would 
seem, by the fiery Savonarola of Florence and by the burlesque 
German popular preacher Geiler von Kaisersberg. Wyclif wrote 
a tract “De Christo et Adversario Suo Antichristo,” in which on 
the basis of manifest and generally known facts he proves the 
Pope to be the Antichrist. Only a short time before his death he 
cried out: “Up! let us fight against this Antichrist!” Above all, 
however, Luther sponsored, vindicated, and defended this inter- 
pretation. Chiefly through his Smalcald Articles the doctrine that 
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the Pope is the real Antichrist has found a place in the Confes- 
sions of the Lutheran Church. Similarly Melanchthon expresses 
himself in the Apology to the Augsburg Confession, as is evidenced 
by the index in anyone of the various editions of the symbolic 
writings. To my knowledge, all Lutheran theologians of the 16th 
and 17th centuries without exception follow in Luther’s footsteps. 
This view of the Reformation era is subsequently found in the 
writings of Bugenhagen, Flacius, Hunnius, Lucas and Andreas 
Osiander, Balduin, Erasmus Schmid, Quistorp, Calov, Wolf, Spener, 
Joachim Lange, Bengel, to mention only the leading exegetes of 
our Church. All regard the Pope, and not some specific Pope but 
the Papacy as an institution, to be the man of sin and the son of 
perdition. Bengel writes: “Thesis manet’ irrefragabilis, id est, 
evidens et certa.” According to this interpretation Paul’s descrip- 
tion of Antichrist refers not to one individual but to a collective 
person. Paul portrays “non modo individuum aliquem hominem, 
sed seriem aut successionem hominum in eodem gradu et nomine 
constitutorum.” (Not merely some one individual person, but a 
series or succession of men occupying the same position and bearing 
the same name.) 

This same interpretation concerning the Papacy is found among 
the leaders of the Reformed Church: Zwingli, Calvin, Beza, and 
others. 

The Westminster Confession of Faith of the Presbyterian 
Church states in chap. 25, as quoted in Hovey’s American Com- 
mentary on the New Testament: “There is no other Head of the 
Church but the Lord Jesus Christ, nor can the Pope of Rome in 
any sense be head thereof but is that Antichrist, that man of sin 
and son of perdition that exalteth himself in the Church against 
Christ and all that is called God” (Commentary on the Epistles 
to the Thessalonians by W. A. Stevens, V, 92). 

Even several rationalists, such as Michaelis and Engelhardt, 
have shared that interpretation, and also a number of modern 
exegetes accept the concepts as collective, although they do not 
apply them to the Papacy. We call attention to Nitzsch, who thinks 
of atheism as it will in the course of time be publicly acknowledged 
as an authoritative power, Schneckenburger, who remarks: “The 
Antichrist is Paul’s way of personifying wickedness,” and Heng- 
stenberg. Otherwise, as far as we know on the basis of printed 
publications, but very few outside the church bodies affiliated with 
us still maintain this interpretation of the Reformation era. Note- 
worthy exceptions are F. A. Philippi in his Kirchliche Glaubens- 
lehre and his son Ferdinand in the work referred to above, p. 402. 
In his comprehensive work, Vol. 6, pp. 148—240, the older Philippi 
inserted a “Brief Interpretation of Revelation.” In it he remarks: 
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“It will not be superfluous to remind the Lutheran Church of 
our day of several statements in the symbolic writings in which 
our fathers with holy zeal and with convincing proof maintained 
the view that the Pope is the Antichrist.” (P.176.) He then quotes 
the pertinent passages of the confessional writings. Philippi refers 
also to Luthardt’s statement in his Doctrine Concerning the Last 
Things (p. 125): “Moreover, it is now universally [!] recognized 
that the apostle (2 Thess. 2:3,4) speaks not of a group but of an 
individual person, who will appear in the latter days,” and then 
makes the following comment, “Alas, the handful of antichiliastic 
exegetes no longer counts. They might as well take flight to the 
primitive forests of America. Pars maior meliorem vicit. And yet 
there is no claim exegetically more arbitrary and unfounded 
than that 2 Thess. 2:3,4 can apply only to a concrete, individual 
person” (p.181). 

And it is noteworthy that also Lenski, the well-known exegete 
of the American Lutheran Church, maintains this truly Lutheran 
position. He remarks in his Interpretation of St. Paul’s Epistles to 
the Thessalonians: “The great apostasy is Romanism, its head, the 
papal succession, called ‘Antichrist’ in 1 John 2:18 in distinction 
from ‘many antichrists,’ the lesser antichristian powers. All that 
Paul says agrees with the Papacy and Romanism down to the 
present day.... As the Papacy emerged and the Romish system 
developed, the Antichrist’s parousia and revelation occurred. 
During nineteen centuries no greater apostasy has ever appeared 
in the visible Church. Nor can a still greater one appear. In the 
papal system the climax has been reached.” He quotes approvingly 
Dr. Franz Pieper’s Christliche Dogmatik, where Pieper says: “From 
my own experience I must confess that in my own conscience I was 
not vitally convinced that the Pope is the antichrist until on the 
one hand I realized what the doctrine of justification is and what 
its significance is for the Church, and on the other hand that the 
Papacy has its real essence in denying and cursing the doctrine of 
justification and by its show of piety and its claim to be the only 
saving Church binds to itself men’s consciences.” Finally Lenski 
states: “Let me venture to state my personal opinion regarding 
v.8: the Papacy received its mortal blow by ‘the breath of the 
Lord’s mouth’ (the Lord’s Word) during the Reformation and has 
shown the effects ever since, without prospect of recovery. Until 
the time of the Reformation the Papacy ruled practically the entire 
Church with its fearful deceit; this is not true since that time. The 
Reformation cast a blight upon the papal rule, a blight that has 
continued unchecked during the past four hundred years. Who is 
able to say what the future, prior to the parousia, will bring as 
a further fulfillment of Paul’s prophecy? We cannot go beyond 
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Matt. 24:12 and Luke 18:8. I look for no superpope at the end, 
for no pope who shall wield supreme secular power over the 
world’s states and governments.” (Pp. 443—446.) 

The third interpretation may be called the historical or ra- 
tionalistic view. According to this opinion the words are to be 
understood historically as referring to an individual in the past. 
In that individual the words of Paul may have been fulfilled or not 
fulfilled. In the latter case, so it is claimed, Paul was simply 
mistaken. There is, however, a wide difference of opinion as to 
the identity of that individual. Rationalists understood the man 
of sin to be one of the Roman Caesars. Hugo Grotius, one of the 
fathers of rationalism, likewise later Spitta and J. Weiss, thought 
of Caligula, who commanded that a colossal statue of himself be 
erected in the temple at Jerusalem. Wetstein thought of Titus, 
who caused sacrifices to be brought to the Temple. Nero has been 
particularly favored by many interpreters as the “Man of Sin” of 
2 Thess. 2; we name only F.C. Baur, the founder of the Tuebingen 
School, the Catholic Doellinger, and more recent exegetes, such as 
Weiszsaecker, Holtzmann, Schmiedel. Other modern exegetes, as 
Hilgenfeld and Pfleiderer, suggest an ancient heretic; Hammond 
thought directly of Simon the sorcerer and the gnostics, whose 
leader he is supposed to have been; Clericus named the leader of 
the rioting Jews, Simon the son of Gioras, of whose depravity 
Josephus tells; Whitby regarded the entire Jewish people as the 
Antichrist; Schoettgen thought of the Pharisees and the rabbis; 
Harduin surmised the high priest Ananias, who caused Paul to be 
struck in the mouth. (Acts 23:2.) This great diversity of opinions 
in itself proves the fallacy of the historical view. This interpreta- 
tion also overlooks altogether that, according to the specific words 
of the text, the Antichrist will be seated in the temple of God, in 
the Church, “not in the hog stable,” as Luther on one occasion 
remarks sarcastically. Communism, Stalinism, Naziism, etc., are 
not seated in the church, and Modernism does not perform miracles 
but rather denies the possibility of miracles. 

Finally, the fourth, the so-called chiliastic interpretation, needs 
to be discussed. The chief advocates of that view are Olshausen, 
v. Hofmann, Luthardt, Baumgarten, v. Gerlach, Thiersch, v. Oet- 
tingen, Auberlen, Riggenbach, and others. Here in America this 
view was formerly defended by members of the Iowa Synod. All 
of these interpreters find antichristian features in the apostasy be- 
ginning in apostolic times and continuing to our day, also more or 
less in the Papacy. But this falling away will culminate towards 
the end of the world in a particularly wicked enemy of God, the 
great Antichrist. Riggenbach writes, “Every historical character 
has been prepared in a thousandfold manner and appears, when 
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he appears, as a son of his particular age; and again the trend of 
the times will gain undisputed mastery only when some man, 
perceiving clearly the climactic implications of the spirit of the 
times, boldly gives expression to the ideas fermenting, only half 
understood, in a thousand minds, and thus impresses upon his age 
its distinctive mark and seal.” (Quoted by Ferd. Philippi in the 
treatise referred to above, p.43.) Luthardt says: “The earlier 
teachers of our Church interpreted this prophecy of the Antichrist 
as referring to the Pope and the position he has occupied in Chris- 
tendom. And it must be admitted that the Papacy, despite all the 
piety of a few individual representatives, is an anti-Christian in- 
stitution, concerning which it is still too early to say whether it 
will be overpowered or whether it will grow in influence. Perhaps 
the latter is the more probable. Even so it is improper to call the 
Pope the Antichrist. Doing so would be an injustice to the Pope 
and a departure from the words of the apostle. For it must be 
granted that the Papacy has retained the essentials of Christian 
truth and it is possible for adherents and defenders of the same 
to be saved, even though they are exposed to grave spiritual perils. 
Moreover, it is now generally [?] acknowledged that the apostle 
is not speaking of a number of persons but rather of one person to 
appear at the end of history. It is true that the Popes have fre- 
quently assumed names of honor te which only God and Christ are 
entitled, and thus they have been guilty of blasphemy. Men have 
called them God and Lord, and statements and prophecies of 
Scripture have been applied to them that actually apply to Christ, 
for example, Is. 28:16; Ps. 72:11; Matt. 28:18; Rev.5:5; but that 
is still a far cry from the complete usurpation of the place of God 
and Christ and from the demand to be worshiped as God, both of 
which are predicated of the Antichrist. No less is it true that the 
future here foretold has its beginning in the present, in a godless 
mode of thinking and philosophy of life coupled with a deification 
of the creature, a tendency which will in ever increasing measure 
strive with Christianity for ultimate supremacy. But that surely 
is no more than a preparation for the extreme and final godlessness. 
The words of the apostle suggest rather than that they actually 
teach. Although they are clear enough if only we make a thorough 
study of them, we would rather have them less brief, so that we 
might be all the more sure of their meaning, also in details. The 
reason for their brevity is the fact that when Paul had been with 
the Thessalonians, he had instructed them orally and adequately 
on that subject. He refers to such oral instruction in v.5: ‘Re- 
member ye not, that, when I was yet with you, I told you these 
things?’” (The Doctrine Concerning the Last Things, pp. 155, 156.) 

Kliefoth says: “The question is: Is the Pope at Rome the 
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Antichrist? or, to define the question correctly: The question is 
not whether antichrists are to be found within the Papacy and 
the Roman Church as such, in its doctrine, in its organization, in 
its worship, etc.— to that question every Lutheran would have to 
answer in the affirmative, since every essential error in doctrine 
is an Antichristian element. Nor is this the question whether any 
one individual, in the past or in the future, might be the Antichrist, 
an assertion which has never yet been made. But this is the 
question, whether in the succession of Roman Popes, whether in 
the Papacy and its rule over the Roman Church, whether in this 
institution those manifestations have become, and will continue to 
become, historical realities which Daniel, chap. 7, designates as the 
little horn,’ and 9:26 as the 827 1°22; which 1 John 2:18 calls ‘the 
Antichrist’; which Paul describes in 2 Thess. 2:3-12; which Rev. 
9:11 presents as the ’AxoAdvwv and 11:7 and 13:1 ff. as the beast 
out of the abyss, and 19:20 as being thrown into the lake of fire. ... 
In spite of what we have said at the beginning of this study, it will 
not be superfluous to add this concluding remark: when now, for 
reasons mentioned above, we contest the claim that the Papacy is 
the Antichrist of prophecy, the other question, a question by itself, 
whether, and what, and how much of, the Papacy is antichristian, 
is in no wise touched upon. Whatever our confessional writings 
and our older dogmaticians regarded as antichristian in the Papacy 
and for that reason rejected, we regard and reject in like manner. 
Only this is our claim, regardless of how many antichristian 
features the Papacy reveals, in the light of prophecy, finally another 
will come who will surpass those antichristian features.” (Christ- 
liche Eschatologie, pp. 217, 224.) 

These chiliastic interpreters for the most part suppose the 
Antichrist to be an earthly ruler. Hofmann speaks of an “Antiochus 
redivivus,” Olshausen thought of an incarnation of Satan. When 
Napoleon I appeared, many believed him to be the Antichrist. 
Dr. J. A.Seiss of Philadelphia in his day regarded Napoleon III 
as the Antichrist. In times of great excitement, as for example, 
in times of world wars, when many will turn to the Scripture, 
especially to the apocalyptic chapters and books in the hope of 
finding there a foundation for their hopes and fears, almost every 
person of prominence is identified as the Antichrist. 

Which of these interpretations is the correct one, which of 
them agrees best with the text and history? If only we will note 
carefully every word, all uncertainty as to their meaning disappears. 
The Antichrist cannot be an individual, since the first traces of his 
activity date back to apostolic times, 2 Thess. 2:7, and he will con- 
tinue until the return of Christ, v.8. Thus Calov, the able Lu- 
theran exegete of the 17th century, remarks correctly in his Biblia 
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Illustrata: “durat ille homo peccati usque ad diem extremi judicii, 
quod de uno individuo dici nequit.” Either the Antichrist is a 
collective concept or Paul was totally in error or the Epistle is 
not genuine. It is objected that the various expressions of the text 
must necessarily refer to individuals: man of sin, son of perdition, 
that wicked, etc. But all these expressions may also be under- 
stood collectively. In Scripture we find a vast array of analogous 
expressions. We need only to recall the terms occurring again and 
again in the Psalms: “the righteous one,” “the wicked one,” “the 
enemy,” “the adversary,” or the expression so frequently used by 
the prophets: “daughter of Zion,” or in the dissertations of the 
Lord: “the hireling,” “the wolf.” We might compare passages like 
Matt. 22:21; “Render, therefore, unto Caesar the things which are 
Caesar’s; and unto God the things that are God’s.” (Not Julius 
Caesar, but any government is meant.) Ineidentally, this last pas- 
sage sheds light on the change from the masculine 6 xatéywv to 
the neuter td xatéyov (Caesar-government). Cp. also John 19:12; 
Acts 25:8,10,11,12. Matt.12:35 might be used for comparison: 
“A good man out of the good treasure of the heart bringeth forth 
good things; and an evil man out of the evil treasure bringeth 
forth evil things”; also John 5:43: “I am come in My Father's 
name, and ye receive Me not; if another shall come in his own 
name, him ye will receive”; likewise 2 Tim.3:17: “That the man 
of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works.” 
In these passages the expressions which in most instances are 
preceded by the definite article do not refer to a specific individual, 
but are to be understood collectively. We might add that the very 
section under consideration suggests the collective interpretation 
by an analogy. We have seen that in 2 Thess. 2:6,7 the masculine 
and the neuter, 6 xatéywv, “he who letteth,” and 16 xatéxov, “what 
withholdeth,” a person and a system, an order, are used inter- 
changeably. All exegetes agree that by both expressions the same 
thing is meant. Then certainly we are equally justified in accepting 
as collective concepts the expressions “man of sin,” “son of per- 
dition,” “who opposeth,” and “that wicked,” since they are used 
interchangeably with the abstract neuter, impersonal terms, “falling 
away,” dxootacia, and “iniquity,” dvowia, which evidently designate 
the same phenomenon. Finally, as we have seen, v. 8 plainly refers 
to Is.11:4. The words “Whom the Lord shall consume with the 
spirit of His mouth and shall destroy with the brightness of His 
coming” are but a free rendition of the Old Testament words: the 
Messiah “shall smite the earth with the rod of His mouth, and 
with the breath of His lips shall He slay the wicked.” It is plain 
that the wicked one referred to by Isaiah is not some specific 
individual, but a collective personality, a generic term; hence this 
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is the most natural interpretation of Paul’s adaptation of the 
prophetic words to the Antichrist. If, finally, we ask why Paul 
chose this manner of expressing himself — which has caused so 
much misunderstanding —that question, too, can be answered. 
Repeatedly we have seen that Paul bases his portrayal and his ex- 
pressions on Dan.7—11. There Daniel first describes Antiochus 
Epiphanus as a type of the Antichrist, and in close connection with 
this description he adds a prophecy of the Antichrist himself, 
chap.12. Borrowing from that analogy, Paul here also speaks of 
the Antichrist as of one person. 

The fact is that in the Pope and his adherents we find all the 
earmarks of the Antichrist, all the “notae antichristi,” as our 
fathers used to say. We need only think of the claim of the Pope 
that he has the right to ignore all divine and human authority; 
of his forbidding the use of the Bible; of his passionate lust for 
temporal power and authority up to the point of claiming in- 
fallibility; of his repeal of divine commandments and the imposition 
of human commandments (celibacy). He permits what God has 
forbidden and forbids what God permits. Not only does he take 
it upon himself to prescribe the manner of divine worship or to 
formulate articles of faith, but he even makes salvation dependent 
on accepting his divine authority. We recall his condemnation 
and anathematizing of the central doctrine of Christianity, justifi- 
cation by grace for Christ’s sake through faith He makes himself 
God, accepts and demands divine honor and worship, he is an 
anti-God and Antichrist. Scripture passages which refer to 
Christ (Is. 28:16; Ps. 72:11; Matt. 28:18; Rev. 5:5) he applies to 
himself. We recall his tyranny over the Church, the temple of 
God, his lying wonders in ancient and modern times, his fraud 
with regard to relics, his stigmatizations (Lourdes, Louise Lateau). 
Some Popes were charged with sorcery. Although a mere man, the 
Pope assumes the highest authority, not only on earth, but also 
in heaven, by indulgences, canonization, transubstantiation, etc. 
To expatiate on these and other statements in detail and cite 
historical proof for each one would be a major assignment in itself. 
Some valuable material is to be found in the recent book of 
C.B. Gohdes: Does the Modern Papacy Require a New Evaluation? 
One point, however, should be mentioned, namely, that under- 
currents presaging the coming of the Antichrist were in evidence 
already in apostolic times, the “semina erroris et ambitionis,” 
particularly with reference to lust for power. We recall Paul’s 
warning to the elders of Ephesus: “For I know this, that after my 
departing shall grievous wolves enter in among you, not sparing 
the flock,” Acts 20:29; Peter’s warning: “Feed the flock of God 
which is among you, taking the oversight thereof, not by con- 
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straint, but willingly; not for filthy lucre, but of a ready mind; 
neither as being lords over God’s heritage, but being ensamples 
to the flock,” 1 Pet.5:2,3; and in connection with the latter the 
testimony of the First Epistle of Clement, dating back as far as the 
first century (I, 44): “Our apostles recognized through our Lord 
Jesus Christ that quarrelings would arise over the office of the 
bishop.” A detailed account of the gradual rise and later develop- 
ment of Popery will fully substantiate the truth of Luther’s state- 
ment in the Smalcald Articles (quoted above): “The marks (all 
the vices) of the Antichrist plainly agree with the kingdom of the 
Pope and his adherents.” 

It will be well to add a few words regarding Luther’s position. 
It is Luther to whom the Church is indebted for the correct ap- 
praisal of the Antichrist and his exposure and unmasking. It is 
very interesting and significant that Luther, as time went on, 
gradually saw the facts more clearly and expressed himself more 
definitely, as the following quotations show. As early as Decem- 
ber 11, 1518, Luther wrote to a friend, W. Link: “I wish to send 
you my humble observations that you may judge whether I am 
right in suspecting that the true Antichrist, as portrayed by Paul, 
is the one who rules at the court of Rome; that he is today more 
vicious than the Turk, I believe I am able to prove” (St. Louis 
Edition, XV:2430). These suspicions soon grew into certainties, 
but for some time he was reluctant to express himself publicly. 
Instead, he whispers his thoughts to his confidential friend Spalatin 
in a letter dated February 13, 1519, in which he writes: “I am also 
examining the decretal of the Popes in preparation for my debate, 
and (I am whispering this into your ear) I do not know whether 
the Pope is not the Antichrist or his apostle, so shamefully (I am 
telling you the truth) does he pervert Christ and crucify Him in his 
decretals.” (XXIa:156.) In the resolutions for the Leipzig Debate, 
which he completed August 15, 1519, he goes a step farther when 
he says: “If the Pope claims the sole authority to interpret Scrip- 
ture, then he is worse than Lucifer and all heretics.” But all the 
while his utterances are still conditional, and even in the early 
months of the year 1520 he is still reluctant and uses the hypothet- 
ical form: “If the Pope... then he is the Antichrist.” In February, 
1520, when he received the treatise on the spurious donation of 
Constantine, written by Laurentius Valla, published by Ulrich von 
Hutten, Luther expressed his reaction to the contents in the fol- 
lowing words to Spalatin (XXa:234): “I am in such anguish that 
almost I do no longer doubt that the Pope is the real Antichrist, 
whom, according to universal opinion, the world is expecting, so 
accurately everything that he lives, that he does, that he speaks, 
that he orders, agrees to this view.” A short while later he again 
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expresses himself with great caution, proving that he did not 
proceed rashly and without forethought in this whole matter. In 
replying to the book of Prierias he says: “If this sentiment prevails 
in Rome and if that is being taught with the knowledge of the Pope 
and the cardinals (which I hope is not the case), then I must here- 
with express myself freely and openly that the Antichrist is seated 
in the temple of God and that he rules in yonder purple-colored 
Babylon in Rome and that the Roman curia is the synagog of 
Satan.” (XXa:184.) Soon thereafter, however, he published the 
two writings “To the Christian Nobility of the German Nation 
Concerning the Reform of the Christian Estate” (X:266) and “The 
Babylonian Captivity of the Church” (XIX:4), in which he iden- 
tifies the Papacy directly, without “ifs” or “buts,” as the Antichrist, 
and in a letter dated August 18, 1520, addressed to the Augustinian 
Vicar John Lang, he confesses with regard to the first of the two 
books just mentioned: “Here in Wittenberg we are convinced that 
the Papacy is the seat of the true and real Antichrist, and we 
believe that, for the sake of the salvation of souls, we are per- 
mitted to take every possible action against his deception and 
villainy. For myself, I declare that I owe the Pope no other 
obedience than that which I owe the real Antichrist.” (XV: 1638, 
1639.) For that reason, from that time on, he repeatedly expressed 
the conviction that Judgment Day would soon occur. His certainty 
that the Pope was the Antichrist became forever unshakable when 
the papal bull of excommunication was delivered to him. Then he 
wrote at once to Spalatin under date of October 11, 1520: “Now 
I am much freer, since I have finally become certain that the 
Pope is the Antichrist and has become manifest as the seat of 
Satan.” (XV: 2463, 2464.) When in the beginning of November of 
that same year he issued his reply “Against the Bull of the Anti- 
christ,” he gave that treatise the title “Adversus Execrabilem 
Antichristi Bullam” and concluded with the words: “If the Pope 
will not revoke this bull and condemn it and in addition punish 
Dr. Eck and his associates, the followers of that bull, no one need 
doubt that the Pope is God’s enemy, the persecutor of Christ, the 
disturber of Christianity, and the real Antichrist.” (XV:1475.) 

From that time on the term “Antichrist” for the Pope becomes 
Luther’s slogan. When shortly thereafter the Reformer burned 
the bull of excommunication and justified that burning in a special 
publication, “Why the Books of the Pope and His Disciples Have 
been Burned by Dr. Martin Luther” (XV:1619), no trace of any 
“ifs” or “buts” appeared, but throughout the entire book this thought 
was stressed with all clearness: the Pope, not Leo X, not some 
other Pope, no, the institution, the Papacy in itself is the “abomina- 
tion and stench to which Christ refers Matt. 24:15 and also St. Paul.” 
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(XV:1627.) In the beginning of the year 1521, therefore, he asks 
all booksellers and readers of his early books to burn his earlier 
writings on indulgences since at that time he had not yet known 
that the Pope was the Antichrist. Luther continued to hold to this 
conviction to the very last, and to prove that would simply require 
to copy the passages from Luther’s writings. That he calls the 
Pope the real Antichrist in the Smalcald Articles, twice referring 
to 2 Thess. 2, is universally known (Triglotta, 474,514). No ex- 
pression is too strong for him. The Pope is to him more dangerous 
than the Turk, yes, a very devil in disguise. Accordingly, when in 
the year 1545, in his publication “Against the Papacy at Rome In- 
stituted by the Devil,” he breaks with the Pope, he writes: “Thank 
God, no good Christian can now believe differently than that the 
Pope is not and cannot be the head of the Christian Church nor 
the representative of God or Christ, but that he is the head of the 
accursed church of the worst knaves on earth, the representative 
of the devil, an enemy of God, an adversary of Christ and disturber 
of the Church of Christ, a teacher of all lies, blasphemy, and 
idolatry; an archthief and robber of churches, of the power of the 
keys, of all possessions both of the Church and of earthly lords; 
a murderer of kings, an instigator of all manner of bloodshed, 
a pander above all dealers in prostitution and immorality, also 
of that which dare not be mentioned; an Antichrist, a man of sin 
and son of perdition, a real Baerwolf [Werewolf, Avxéviquros = 
manwolf, monster]. Whoever is unwilling to believe it, let him 
perish with his god, the Pope. As a called teacher and preacher 
in the Church of Christ, obligated to speak the truth, I have here- 
with done my part. He that wants to stink let him stink, he that 
wants to be lost let him be lost; his blood be upon his own head” 
(XVII:1114).*» The Lutheran Church Quarterly (October 1937, 
p. 414) aptly remarks: “The unbounded rage of Das Papsttum zu 
Rom vom Teufel gestiftet did not arise from any personal hatred 
or from mere indignation at the attitude of the princes of the 
Church, but it sprang from the conviction that here was an anti- 
Christian principle which endangered his [Luther’s] own salvation, 
which would rob him of the certainty of his faith, which attacked 
his very soul. In every case it was a life question.” 





*) Luther’s writings, we need hardly state, abound in passages in 
which he uses the term “antichrist” in a wider sense. He says, “The 
Pope with the Turk” is the Antichrist, “the true Antichrist.” He ex- 
plains this by saying that the Turk, like the Pope, rejects Christ as 
the Savior. Elsewhere he says that “the Turk is not such an Antichrist 
as the Pope.” No one who has read Luther is unfamiliar with this 
grouping of the two antichristian powers—nor, let it be added, with 
his identification of Man of Sin and the Papacy in the specific sense. 
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And why is the Pope the Antichrist? On what does Luther 
base that claim in the Smalcald Articles? He recites not a long 
list of external and historical facts, although occasionally he makes 
use also of this kind of evidence; nor does he quote chiefly the 
Revelation of St.John; no, Luther turns to the Gospel and con- 
cludes: The Gospel teaches that we are to be saved alone through 
Christ and by faith. This doctrine the Pope will not tolerate but, 
posing as Christ’s representative, denies salvation to Christians 
unless they obey his commandments. That is the worst, the most 
diabolical, the most antichristian and ungodly wickedness of which 
a man can be capable, to make his commandments the determining 
factor in man’s salvation. That is the greatest blasphemy of Christ 
and the Gospel; and that is exactly what the Pope does, and for 
that reason the Pope is the Antichrist and the worst of all of 
Christ’s enemies. 

Now to return from this excursus to a final difficulty in 2 Thess. 
2:6,7, namely, to the question who is meant by 6 xatéywv or 
w xatéyov. These terms also have been interpreted variously. 
According to the text they evidently denote a power which can be 
thought of in the masculine as well as in the neuter. Exegetes 
have thought of Paul himself with his intercession, or of the 
college of apostles (Zwingli), or of the office of the ministry as 
such, or of Christ, the good Shepherd (Hengstenberg), or of the 
proclamation of the Gospel (Calvin), or of the angels, or of the 
Christians of that day, or of the spirit of true nationalism, by which 
the spirit out of the abyss was held back (v. Hofmann and Lut- 
hardt), and various other interpretations. It is readily seen that 
all such views fail to do justice to the text. In our opinion only 
two interpretations come into serious consideration for a possible 
choice. The one is the view that divine omnipotence is meant, 
which orders and regulates everything, which also hinders and 
holds back, which alone determines the time and the hour for 
everything in the world and in the Church, which also determines 
the appearance as well as the end of the Antichrist. This view 
would explain perfectly the change from the masculine to the 
neuter. Divine omnipotence is here personified, just as the Anti- 
christian wickedness is personified. This is the interpretation of 
Philippi and others. But this view also involves a difficulty. What 
shall we make of the expression in v.7 “Only he who now letteth 
will let, until he be taken out of the way”? It would indeed be 
unusual that God’s omnipotence should be spoken of in so obscure 
and indefinite a manner. And may God’s omnipotence and God 
Himself ever be said to be taken out of the way? For that reason 
we regard the second interpretation as the more fitting and correct. 
Té xatéxov, “what withholdeth,” is the Roman Empire with its 
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organization and administration of justice, 6 xatéywv, “he who 
letteth” is the ruler of that empire, the Roman emperor. As long 
as ancient Rome ruled the world, there was no room in the world 
for the spiritual-temporal monarchy of the Antichrist. Ancient 
Rome must first fall before a new Rome could be built on its ruins. 
Clearly, Rome was to be the city of the Antichrist. That is fore- 
told by Daniel when in chap. 7 he permits the “little horn” to grow 
forth out of the fourth world power. That is foretold also by the 
Book of Revelation, when in chaps.13 and 14 the city of seven 
hills, Babylon, is spoken of. This view is found already in the early 
Church, accepted by such men as Tertullian, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, 
and in recent times particularly by De Wette, Schmiedel, and 
Th. Zahn. The Roman Empire served as a barrier, for a while at 
least, to the appearance of the Antichrist; thus it was a bonum 
naturae. 

Thus we have considered carefully every term used by 
St. Paul in this remarkable passage and have found in a short 
historical investigation that Luther and those that follow him 
have indeed understood and applied the apostle’s words properly 
and correctly. But we intend to add another chapter to this 
discussion. L. FUERBRINGER 


-_ = 
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and Foolishness to the Greeks 
(Continued) 


Before examining three further objections against Verbal In- 
spiration, it will be well to pause a while and survey the disaster 
wrought by the contention of the moderns that the Bible contains 
a lot of (1) errors, (2) immoralities, and (3) trivialities. Ampli- 
fying previous remarks on this subject, we would here present 
a comprehensive view of the frightful consequences of the denial 
of Verbal Inspiration. The moderns do untold harm (1) to the 
Church and (2) to themselves. 

In the first place, the moderns would rob the Church, and do 
rob their disciples, of a great part of the Holy Bible. They ask the 
Church to discard half of it. Thomas Paine figured that the useless 
and harmful portions of the Bible would amount to at least that 
much. The moderns accept his figure. The historical and scientific 
errors, the unethical episodes and teachings, and the trivialities 
take up much space in the Bible. More than that, they put the 
historical and secular matters in general in the uninspired section 
of Holy Scripture. Recall how they account for the “historical 
mistakes” and the other “blemishes” of the Bible: when the 
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prophets and apostles recorded history, they did not write by in- 
spiration. It follows that also that part of their history and 
science, etc., which happens to be true is a purely human product. 
A.D. C. Twesten insists that inspiration does not extend in an equal 
degree “to all and everything in Scripture without distinguishing 
between doctrine and history, between the religious contents and 
the garb in which such contents are presented to us.” (See W. Lee, 
The Inspiration of Holy Scripture, p.335.) The moderns have 
decreed that only those portions of Scripture which reveal the 
saving truth are inspired; what the holy writers said besides that 
is purely their individual opinion — you may take it or leave it.?? 
On that basis much more than half of the Bible is not the Word of 
God. Besides, many of the moderns look askance at the entire 
Old Testament as being, at best, the product of an imperfect inspira- 
tion. Accordingly, much more than half of the Bible belongs in 
the uninspired section of the Bible. 

And the moderns deplore the fact that there are still men 
in the Church who receive the whole Bible as the Word of God. 
They consider it their duty to warn all Christians against this 
delusion. R.Seeberg: “No one who knows the history of the 
Church can doubt that the fall of the theory of Verbal Inspiration 
is an event of first-rate importance. ... But in ecclesiastical practice 
men often involuntarily talk as if Verbal Inspiration still held its 
ground, ... Consequently it is a matter of importance for every 
Protestant Christian to form for himself a reasoned judgment upon 
this question and . . . attempt to discover what substitute Protestant 
Christendom can accept in its place.” (Revelation and Inspiration, 
p. 2.— The substitute offered by Seeberg will be examined later.) 
The laymen, says B. Steffen, must be informed that much of the 
Bible is unreliable. “While in point of fact Verbal Inspiration has 
long ago been overthrown by Biblical science, our laymen are 
tenaciously clinging to it. That is an intolerable situation which 
cannot continue. ... God has given us His Word in a book which, 
taken literally, is full of contradictions. Too long has that been 
denied and hushed up.” (Zentralinspiration, opening paragraphs.) 
That intolerable situation, says W. Sanday, must be remedied: “To 


229) W.Sanday: “I know of nothing which would mark off these 
narratives, i ly in the earlier books, from others of the same 
kind outside of the Bible. I know of nothing which should isolate them 
and prevent us from judging them as we should similar narratives.” 
(The Oracles of God, p. 69.) J. O. Evjen: “To the Reformer [Luther] 
Scripture was binding to the extent that it proclaimed the 
Gospel, or pointed to Christ. Many historical matters in the Bible did 
not concern Christian life.” (Luth. Church Quart., April, 1940, p. 149.) 
A.J.Traver: “The Holy Scriptures are the infallible truth ‘in all matters 
that pertain to His revelation and our salvation,’ not in secular matters.” 
(The Lutheran, Feb. 22, 1939.) 
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assume this necessary task, I must first point out how it is probably 
true that the human element in the Scriptures is larger than many 
good people now, and nearly all good people not long ago, sup- 
posed it to be.” (Op. cit., p. 18.) And so we have this frightful 
situation: the Church is asked by many of her teachers to discard 
half of her Bible. 


Those that listen to the voice of the seducers are the poorer 
for it. Everything that God put into the Bible enriches us. St. Paul, 
the faithful guardian of the Church’s wealth, tells us: “Whatsoever 
things were written aforetime were written for our learning” 
(Rom. 15:4). Luther raises his warning voice when the children 
of the Church make ready to yield up this or that passage: “Sinte- 
mal kein Buchstabe in der Schrift vergeblich ist.” (X:1018.) Stress, 
by all means, the Gospel truths. They are all-important. But 
heed Sasse’s warning: “The necessity of bringing into prominence 
as the essential revelation that part of the Scriptures which contains 
a direct declaration of the Gospel’s promise of grace to the be- 
lieving sinner, can result in failure to recognize the importance 
of other parts of the Scriptures.” (Here We Stand, p. 117.) “We 
could not afford to dispense,” declares Spurgeon, “with one verse of 
Holy Writ. The removal of a single text, like the erasure of 
a line of a great epic, would mar the completeness and connection 
of the whole. As well pluck a gem from the high priest’s breast- 
plate as erase a line of revelation.” You may not know why God 
selected a particular incident for incorporation into Scripture and 
told it in just that particular way. Do not delete this portion 
of Scripture; the time may soon come when you need it for your 
nourishment. All that God presents to us in Scripture is nutritious. 
Strike out Gen. 1 as mere history? There are days when we find 
rich comfort in the truth that God created us and keeps us— 
created us for eternal life. Strike out the Imprecatory Psalms 
and the teaching of eternal damnation? The secure sinner abso- 
lutely needs to hear these passages. “We must have the whole 
Christ of the whole Bible if we want to have a whole salvation.” 
(L. Keyser, A Reasonable Faith, p. 50.) We need and want the 
whole Bible. It is an unbreakable, indivisible whole. If you break 
a piece from it here and a piece there, you lose the full blessing 
the whole Bible offers. The moderns are impugning the wisdom 
of God when they hold up half of the Bible to ridicule as consti- 
tuting excess baggage, for, in the words of Bengel, “not only are 
the various writings, when considered separately, worthy of God, 
but they together exhibit one complete and harmonious whole, 
unimpaired by excess or defect,” and when they induce Christians 
to relinquish portions of the life-giving and life-sustaining Word, 
they are by so much sapping the Church of her strength and 
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influence. Would the moderns have the Church live by a fraction 
of the truth God gave her? 


Worse than this, they will not even let the Church live on 
and enjoy the fraction of the truth which they have left her. 
They concede that that part of the Bible which deals with the 
truth of God is the inspired, infallible truth. They tell their people: 
You lose nothing by giving up these erroneous and unimportant 
sections of the Bible; the main part of it, the Gospel, is errorless; 
stick to that and all is well.239,—To be sure, the Gospel is the 
heart of the Bible. All is well with him who sticks to the Gospel. 
But all is not well when the moderns tell the Christians that the 
blessed Bible, which contains the Gospel, is half wrong and only 
half right. Get a man to believe that a given page of the Bible 
contains unreliable matter, and you cannot get him to believe 
that the next page, containing a Gospel message, is reliable. We 
have said this before (see Article VIII, No. 18,2), but it must be 
repeated again and again. It is an inexorable law of psychology 
that the man who has been made to distrust half of the Bible will 
become suspicious of all of the Bible. For it is the fundamental 
claim of the Bible that it is infallible in all its parts. If, then, 
I am sure that it is wrong in only one of its statements, I shall no 





230) Which is the inspired part of the Bible? “What I am trying 


to show is that it is in true thoughts about God, and true principles 
of life, that the truth of the Bible must be sought rather than in 
accuracy of detail.” (E.Grubb, The Bible, Its Nature and Inspiration, 
p. 20.) Be more specific! Well, that which contains the essentials. 
Lewis F.Stearns: “The Bible never claims an infallibility in non- 
essentials. We [the American Congregationalists] are coming more 
clearly to understand the great purpose of the Bible . . . and so to 
discern what is essential and non-essential for the attainment of that 
purpose.” (See G.P. Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine, p. 548.) And 
where do we find the essentials? N. R. Best: “In its loftier portions 
it soars to elevations of sublimity well worthy of an ultimate authorship 
in the mind of God” (Inspiration, p. 13); in those portions, says Charles 
Gore, which contain “spiritual value.” (The Doctrine of the Infallible 
Book, p. 13.) Be more specific! R.Tuck: “In all matters not directly 
bearing on morals and religion there is the ordinary human element in 
the Bible records” (Bible Difficulties, p. 402), “in the sphere of morals 
and religion, where man is especially weak, there is pressing need for an 
infallible Divine revelation. . . . It is unreasonable for man to expect 
an infallible revelation on matters of science, observation, philosophy, or 
history.” (A Handbook of Bibl. Difficulties, p. VII.) More precisely, 
it is only the saving truth, the Gospel, which is inspired and infallible. 
The Baltimore Declaration: “We accept the Scriptures as the infallible 
truth of God in all matters that pertain to His revelation and our 
salvation.” Joseph Stump: “Thus the Bible is the inspired and inerrant 
record of all that God has supernaturally revealed to men concerning 
Himself and the way of salvation.” “According to H. E. Jacobs ‘the Holy 
Scriptures are the infallible and inerrant record of God’s revelation of 
His saving grace to men.’” (The Christian Faith, p. 319. The Lutheran 
Church Review, 1904, p. 38.) H.C. Alleman: “What is infallible in the 
Bible? The good news, or the Gospel of God which God revealed in the 
prophets and fulfilled in the Christ.” (The Lutheran, Jan. 14, 1937.) 


27 
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longer accept its claim to infallibility in any of its parts. Walther: 
“When you assert that the divine contents of the Bible is mixed 
up with human elements and false statements, you make not only 
this part of the Bible but the entire Bible unreliable and untrust- 
worthy.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 1911, p. 156.) The moderns are keep- 
ing men from putting their full trust in the Gospel truth revealed 
in the Bible. They get them to throw away one half of the Bible 
and keep them from enjoying the other half.— There are men 
who do reject parts of the Bible but put their full trust in 
the Gospel message. They will not believe that God created 
heaven and earth in six days, but they do believe John 3:16. There 
a miracle of grace has been performed—a double miracle of 
God’s infinite grace. It is not the doing of the moderns. If God 
did not intervene, the Christians who hearken to the moderns 
would doubt the absolute truth of John 3:16. Men who dally 
with the thought that it is all right to decimate or even halve the 
Bible if one only retain the Gospel passages, are playing with 
their salvation.2%) . 

The moderns, indeed, are wont to tell their people that the 
“errors in the Bible” do not affect, or detract from, the value of its 
religious content. J. Stump assures them: “No number of contra- 
dictions in this [secular] sphere would ‘shake our confidence in 
the absolute authority of Holy Scripture as an inerrant guide in all 
matters of faith and practice’ (Jacobs).” (See Lehre und Wehre, 
1904, p. 86.) Dr. James Martineau (Unitarian) has, says Marcus 
Dods, “cut away from the Gospels ten times more than a sober 
criticism warrants; still he is constrained to say: ‘No one can 
affect ignorance of what Jesus was; enough is saved to plant His 
personality in a clear space, distinct from all that history or 
even fiction presents.’” (The Bible. Its Origin and Nature, p. 155.) 
Dods himself adds this: “Suppose we yield the stories of the 
childhood, suppose we admit—as indeed we must—that some 
of the things recorded are questionable, . . . our esteem of the 
Gospels is not lessened by finding in their narrative events which 





231) Our Lutheraner (1942, p. 19) thus sounds the alarm: “Wenn 
die Bibel nicht mehr in allen ihren Teilen das von Gott eingegebene 
Wort der Wahrheit ist, . . . dann ist damit der Anspruch der Bibel 
auf unfehlbare Offenbarung der Wahrheit hinfaellig geworden. Dann 
waere es toerichte Anmassung und leere Prahlerei, wenn wir mit dem 
Apostel ruehmen wollten: ‘Ich bin gewiss, dass weder Tod noch 
Leben . . ., Roem. 8:38, 39. Denn diese Zuversicht koennen wir nur 
auf Grund der Schrift haben, und ist die Schrift nicht in allem, was 
sie sagt, zuverlaessig, so koennen wir uns schliesslich auf keine ihrer 
Aussagen verlassen, da wir nicht gewiss sein koennen, ob sie auf Wahr- 
heit beruht. Dann muessen wir wieder ohne Steuer und Kompass auf 
dem unruhigen Meer menschlicher Meinungen und Ansichten, mensch- 
lichen Schwankens and Zweifelns einer ungewissen, dunklen, trost- 
losen Zukunft entgegenfahren.” 
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perhaps never happened.” (Op. cit., p. 180f.) And Prof. J.O. Evjen 
reassures the Church: “Fallibility in dates or names does not 
invalidate its religious contents.” (What Is Lutheranism, p. 24.)?32) 
To be sure, the question whether the cock crew once or twice has, 
in itself, no bearing on any religious truth. The value of Christ’s 
death would not have been affected if God had created heaven 
and earth in six periods and not in six days. And if a preacher 
of the Gospel gets his dates mixed, that does not invalidate his 
message. But the question before us is whether the Bible which 
claims infallibility for all of its statements would remain trust- 
worthy if it were wrong in its dates. The question is whether the 
Christian who holds that the evangelists garbled the story of 
Peter’s denial will not question the accuracy of the Gospel message 
in John 3:16. He cannot help doing that. Thomas Paine knew 
more about this point than the moderns. “If Matthew and Luke 
cannot be believed in their account of Christ’s natural genealogy, 
how are we to believe them when they tell us He was the Son of 
God?” H.L.Mencken: “The instant they [the modernists] admit 
that any part of the Bible may be rejected, if it be only the most 
trifling fly speck in the Pauline epistles, they admit that any other 
part may be rejected. Thus the divine authority of the whole 
disappears.” And your own G.T. Ladd has said: “For the over- 
throw of this dogma [that every jot and tittle of Scripture is 
inspired and authoritative], in its principle, one instance of falli- 
bility, when proved, is as good as a thousand.” (The Doctrine of 
Sacred Scripture, I, p.13.) You say yea and amen to that. And 
it is true. How, then, after you have proved to the satisfaction 
of your people that the Bible is a fallible book, will you get them 
to put their trust in any of its statements? Your bare assurance 
that somehow or other certain statements still are absolutely 
reliable will not reassure them. And Satan is quick to seize upon 
your arguments against Plenary Inspiration to raise the fear in 
the heart of the Christian who would rely upon John 3:16 that 
he is relying upon an unreliable book. 

Once in a while a modern will offer proof for the assertion 
that the Biblical “errors” in secular matters need not shake the 
Christian’s reliance on the Gospel statements of the Bible. Marcus 
Dods offers this proof: “The rule ‘falsus in uno, falsus in omnibus’ 
is valid in the law courts as applicable to a witness who is found 
intentionally distorting truth. But the maxim has no application to 


232) Even Arthur T. Pierson declares: “We are therefore to judge 
the Word of God by its professed purpose, and if, in the unfolding of 
moral and religious truth, scientific errors or inaccuracies appear, which 
have no relation to spiritual truth, they may not make the Bible un- 
worthy of acceptance as a guide to the knowledge and practice of duty.” 
(Many Infallible Proofs, p. 114.) 
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ordinary life or to the writing of history. For there is no man 
who has not occasionally stumbled into error... .” (Op. cit., p. 154.) 
That is plain sophistry. It does not touch the point at issue, viz,, 
whether one error in Scripture would not invalidate Scripture’s 
fundamental claim of absolute infallibility, and it will not allay 
the fear raised in the Christian’s mind by the errorists. Dods again: 
“And, secondly, if it be said, Is not all error important where divine 
truth and eternal interests are concerned? we answer, No! else 
God would have provided for the absence of all error.” (Loc. cit.) 
That is a petitio principii in optima forma. N. Best offers another 
proof: “There is a great maxim dear to the most just and most 
enlightened legal minds—a maxim drawn from ancient Rome, 
the mother of the world’s jurisprudence: “The law cares not for 
trifles.’ It is a maxim which theology ought to adopt in honor of 
the heavenly Father. . . . ‘God cares not for trifles.’ Certainly it 
is an intellect childishly restricted which is able to imagine Him 
who ‘upholdeth all things by the word of His power’ sitting in 
the central rulership of the universe with concern in His thought 
about the possibility that Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John would 
not get it straight whether Peter denied his Lord to two or only 
to one of the high priest’s serving maids.” (Op. cit., p. 79.) The 
bare assertion that “errors” in the Bible do not invalidate the 
Bible’s fundamental claim is proved by the bare assertion that God 
considers it a trifle that His statement “All Scripture is given by 
inspiration” is not borne out by the facts in the case. These falla- 
cies are not going to allay the fears you have raised in the hearts 
of the believers. 

The matter becomes worse, a thousand times worse, when the 
troubled disciple of the moderns asks how he can distinguish the 
religious truth in the Bible from the errors mixed in with it and 
his teachers tell him that an exact criterion does not exist. We 
heard Grau tell him: “The boundaries between the divine and the 
human elements cannot be definitely fixed in a mechanical way. 
No one knows how much is divine, how much human.” He goes 
to E. Lewis and hears: “What is of the form of revelation, and what 
is of the substance? It may be that an infallibly exact criterion 
has not been given us.” (A Philosophy of the Christian Religion, 
p. 140.) We know, and Dr. Lewis knows, that God has not given 
us a special revelation on this matter, and we know of no theologian 
who has drawn up two such lists: “A. Truth in the Bible. 
B. Errors in the Bible” and dared to label them as absolutely cor- 
rect. It seems as though the moderns are making sport of the 
Christians when J. Paterson Smyth warns his readers against 
accepting all statements of Holy Scripture as true; goes forth 
“to do battle, for the sake of our disquieted brethren, against the 
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foe who teaches that the Bible is infallible in every detail”; 
rejoices that “Verbal Inspiration is now recognized by most edu- 
cated people as a theory entirely unsupported by facts, and is fast 
being thrown to the moles and the bats with the rest of the world’s 
old, discarded mind-lumber”; points out the need of distinguishing 
between the human elements in the Bible, the historical and 
ethical errors and other human shortcomings, and the divine ele- 
ments; and then blandly tells his disquieted brethren: “We cannot 
draw a line between the divine and the human. We cannot say of 
any part, ‘This is divine,’ or, “That is human.’” (How God Inspired 
the Bible, pp. 56,116,131.) The moderns actually operate with the 
canon: “What the extent of the Inspiration was in each case we 
need not, indeed we cannot, determine. ... Where nature ended 
and Inspiration began, it is not for man to say.” (Bishop Daniel 
Wilson, in The Evidences of Christianity [1828], p. 506. See W. Lee, 
op. cit., p.34.) The moderns are actually telling their brethren 
that the Bible is an indistinguishable compound of truth and error. 


Grau tells us that we cannot draw the line between the 
divine and the human components of Scripture in a mechanical 
way. Have the moderns some other way? Oh, yes. Ladd declares 
that “the Church discerns the true Word of God,” finds the “inner 
Bible by such a living process as implies the possession and growth 
of an ethico-religious consciousness which is spiritually illumined 
and spiritually guided... . By the light of its own spiritually 
illumined consciousness it discerns the Word of God within those 
Scriptures” (op. cit., II, pp. 501,502). S.P.Cadman’s way: “There 
are other matters in the Bible which you are not required to 
believe. . . . But wherever it commands the approval of your 
conscience and the assent of your heart, it is undeniable.” (Answers 
to Everyday Questions, p. 268.) R.Seeberg puts it this way: “We 
need not analyze the experience further. The result is enough. 
The thoughts of revelation become so active in our soul that we 
feel them immediately as the expression of the divine will, opera- 
tive and present.” (Op. cit., p. 48.) But your own individual ex- 
perience or ethico-religious consciousness is not enough, says 
B. Steffen. The infallible criterion “ist das einmuetige Zeugnis 
der Glaubensgemeinschaft aller echten Bibel-Christen aller Zeiten” 
(op. cit. p.95). He does not tell us who gathered this unanimous 
testimony or where it is recorded. Try to apply the rule which 
W. A. Brown offers: “How can we tell what part of the Bible 
is revelation and what is setting? There is one very simple and 
effective way to do this. It is to bring everything the book contains 
into touch with the central personality in whom the story cul- 
minates— the Lord Jesus Christ.” (Beliefs That Matter, p. 226.) 
But how does Jesus let you know whether He reacts favorably 
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towards any particular passage or unfavorably? And how can 
you tell whether your reaction towards this passage is Jesus’ 
reaction? Or would you care to be guided by Matthew Arnold’s 
“literary intuition” in order to find “the Secret of Jesus’? 233) 
Whatever guide you follow, whether it be Arnold’s literary and 
moral intuition or Ladd’s ethico-religious consciousness, you are 
following a will-o’-the-wisp. It will lead you anywhere. And it 
will lead you nowhere. Anywhere — give your ethico-religious 
consciousness, your subjective judgment, the right to sit in judg- 
ment on Scripture, and it will reject the purest gold as dross and 
get you to take its own dross as Scripture gold. And it will get 
you nowhere. This allegedly infallible standard is not fixed. It 
fluctuates. This ultimate authority — the individual mind — varies 
with each individual. Must I take your subjective judgment as to 
what is true in Scripture as infallible or must you be guided by 
me? 234) And the same individual will today reject as false what 
he yesterday received as true. The disciples of the moderns are 
left at sea. They are set adrift on the sea of doubt and un- 
certainty. The compass with which they are furnished points in 
different directions. These disquieted disciples can never come to 
rest and peace. They would find comfort or instruction in this 





233) H. M’Intosh: “Matthew Arnold repudiates everything dis- 
tinctive of the Christian faith; yet he professes to have found by 
literary intuition a something in Scripture that is true, which he calls 
the ‘Secret of Jesus,’ but which had eluded the discovery of all the 
theologians and churches until now, when he by a unique literary and 
moral intuition has been able to discover it, as a vein of golden ore 
among the crude and misleading mass of Jewish superstition and 
apostolic delusion. And when we inquire what this wonderful secret 
is, it simply amounts to that veriest platitude of natural theology, the 
merest elementary dictate of conscience, that there is a power outside 
ourselves that makes for righteousness.” (Is Christ Infallible and The 
Bible True? p. 357.) 

234) M’Intosh: “Since different minds will and do have different 
ideas and come to different, often opposite, conclusions as to what is true 
and what false in Scripture, witness Dr. Ladd and Dr. Martineau. ... 
Professor Ladd finds, as the result of adopting and applying the 
rationalistic principle, which assumes the right and function of reason 
to sit in judgment on Scripture to ascertain what in it is true, that the 
only reliable elements therein, besides the ethical principles common 
more or less to it with other religions and philosophies, are the Messianic 
elements connected with redemption. But he, as usual, leaves us in 
blissful ignorance as to what these specifically are and where explicitly 
they are recorded and how we can inerrantly find them amid the mass 
of erroneous and unreliable materials with which they are surrounded. 
Assuming and applying the same rationalistic principle of the supremacy 
of reason over revelation, Dr. Martineau finds that the elements which 
above all others are to be rejected as false and pernicious are just those 
Messianic and redemptive elements that Dr. Ladd holds to be true and 
of divine authority. .. . His reason, sitting in judgment on Scripture, 
rejects as superstitious, pernicious, and intolerable what Dr. Ladd’s 
reason in the same attitude and on the same principle receives as true, 
trustworthy, and authoritative.” (Op.cit., pp. 449, 346 f.) 
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and that passage, but their masters tell them that these passages 
may be dross, human opinions that do not belong in the Word 
of God.235) 

This is the unspeakable hurt which the moderns inflict on the 
Church: they are undermining the Christian’s trust in God’s Word, 
the Bible. They are laying waste the fair land. The despoiled 
inhabitants are crying: “We can no longer read the Bible.” (See 
close of third installment of this series.) J.P.Smyth quotes a 
university student: “There are hundreds of young fellows like me 
who do not want to lose their grasp of the Bible, but we can no 
longer view it as we have been taught to do. If there is any way 
by which we can still hold it and treasure it, do our teachers 
know it; and if they do, why do they not tell us?” Another one 
who “heard of the discrepancies, the contradictions, and the 
crudeness of the early moral teaching of the Bible” declared: 
“Tl was brought up in the traditional beliefs about the Bible, and 
I have suffered the exquisite pain of finding my Bible slipping 
from me.” Smyth consoles these men by telling them that these 
imperfections are the human parts of the Bible and do not belong 
to God’s Word. And when the disquieted Christians ask him: 
Which is the unreliable and which the reliable part of the Bible? 
he shrugs his shoulders and tells them: “We cannot say of any 
part, ‘This is divine,’ or, ‘That is human.’” (Op. cit., pp. 8,15.) The 
moderns are filling the city of God with doubt and fear and 
despair.?8) 

Further, the fifth columnists are aiming to entice Zion away 
from her allegiance to her Lord. They succeed in individual cases. 


235) We do not know how those who claim to have an infallible 
criterion for distinguishing between the human and the divine parts 
of the Bible and then regularly fail in arriving at an absolute con- 
clusion can keep up their claim. They ought to listen to J. P. Smyth 
and the rest of their brethren, who tell them: “We cannot say of any 
part, ‘This is divine,’ or, ‘That is human.’” We cannot understand how 
Ladd can ask us to rely upon the discriminatory judgment of the ethico- 
religious consciousness, when he himself states: “The inquiry is now 
raised and anxiously made: Who or what rule will teach me to dis- 
tinguish between the Bible and that divine Word which the Bible 
contains but is not identical with? If this inquiry means, Who or what 
rule shall make me infallible” (italics by Ladd) “in making this dis- 
tinction? then the reply must be: No such person or rule exists.” 
(What Is the Bible, p. 419.) 

236) Ev.-Luth. Gemeindeblatt, 21. Maerz 1937: “Wer findet denn 
Gottes Wort aus diesem Wirrwarr heraus? Der Theolog. Wie weiss 
er aber, was in der Bibel Gottes Wort ist? Wenn ein Wort auf ihn einen 
tiefen Eindruck macht, das ist ein Gotteswort. Wie aber, wenn morgen 
daselbe Wort auf ihn keinen Eindruck macht? Dann muss er sagen: 
Es war doch kein Gotteswort. Und kommt ein anderer Theolog hinzu 
und sagt: Auf mich macht dieses Wort keinen Eindruck, dann haben 
wir die verzweifelte Lage, dass, was einer fuer ein Gotteswort haelt, 
der andere nicht dafuer haelt! Wehe jeder Kirche, in der solche 
Theologen regieren!” 
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Under their solicitations many have deposed the Word of God 
as the sole authority and enthroned human authority. They are 
giving the theologian the right to decide which parts of the Bible 
must be recognized as man’s word and which parts may be accepted 
as God’s Word. And they are telling the Christians to assume 
and exercise the same right. Who whispers to us which parts of 
the Bible are objectionable and which are acceptable? asks M. Dods, 
and answers: “ ‘The spiritual man’ — the man who has the spirit 
of Christ —‘judgeth all things.’” (See footnote 194.)287) The 
disciples of the moderns are being systematically trained to exer- 
cise authority over Scripture or to accept the authority of the 
theologians. Christianity Today thus describes the horrible situa- 
tion created in the Church by the modernists: “If the Bible only 
contains the Word of God, as even the modernist is willing to 
admit, then certainly it may lack a great deal of being infallible, 
and we are then left to the mercies of ‘higher criticism’ or to our 
own individual opinions as to just which elements are the words 
of God and which are only the words of man.” There is treason 
abroad in the good land. Men are seducing God’s people from 
their sworn allegiance. 

In other words, the moderns are educating their pupils along 
rationalistic lines. The human authority which they enthrone is the 
authority of reason. Ladd calls it the authority of the ethico- 
religious consciousness, but M’Jntosh is right in identifying that 
“with the rationalistic principle of the supremacy of reason over 
revelation.” (See footnote 235.) It is plain carnal reason which 
induces men to reject parts of the Bible on scientific grounds or 
because of the protest of the moral sensibilities of the natural man. 
It is plain carnal reason which guides Ladd’s ethico-religious 
consciousness in rejecting or accepting divine revelation. But the 
entrance of the rationalistic germ into the Church is disastrous. 
It endangers her very life. The germ will spread and grow. Fully 
developed, it kills all Christian doctrine. 238) By the infinite grace 





237) E.Lewis: “What is of the form of revelation and what is of 
the substance? It may be that an infallibly exact criterion has not been 
given us. It may be that provision is made for the exercise, at the 
supremely critical moment of decision, of that moral freedom” (italics 
by us) “which must never be entirely overwhelmed. It may be that 
wavering evidence is our divinely given opportunity for self-assertion, 
so that when we do decide, it is our deepest self that is uttered.” 
(Loc. cit.) H.L. Willett tells an inquirer, in the question-box of the 
Christian Century: “It is evident that it is not only the privilege but 
the duty of the student of Scripture to exercise his right of judgment 
regarding the statements of the Bible, remembering the origin and 
character of the record and the fact that the freedom to estimate the 
historical and moral value of all parts of the book, the right of private 
judgment, is the foundation stone of Protestantism.” 

238) Walther: “The least deviation from the old inspiration doctrine 
introduces a rationalistic germ into theology and infects the whole body 
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of God it has not reached that stage throughout visible Christendom. 
But even there where it is only in the incipient stage it works 
disaster. It enfeebles the Church. By so much as our faith rests 
on reason, it is deprived of its divine strength. By so much as 
it loses hold of God’s Word, its virility wanes. 

The moderns, like all fifth columnists, pooh-pooh the danger. 
Reporting on the Omaha convention of the United Lutheran Church 
a secular paper employed the caption “Lutherans Dispute over 
a Single Word,” the single word being the word errorless. (See 
Lutheraner, 1940, p.378.) That was to be expected. But here 
is a church paper which indulges in the same ridicule: “For any 
of us, in such times as these, to quibble over theories of Inspira- 
tion. . . is no less a disaster than was the session of the synod of 
the Russian Orthodox Church which met in Petrograd in 1917 
to discuss the color of vestments at the very time when, six blocks 
away, the Kerenski revolution set the stage for atheistic Com- 
munism.” (The Lutheran Standard, March 22, 1941.—In Kirch- 
liche Zeitschrift, October, 1941, Dr. Reu takes this Lutheran 
Standard writer severely to task.) It seems incredible that a 
Christian theologian should voice the idea that there is not much 
difference between Verbal Plenary Inspiration and Partial Inspira- 
tion. That little word “errorless” is all-important. It expresses 
the difference between a strong and a weak Church, yea, between 
a living and a dying Church. Our spiritual strength comes only 
from God’s Word, and the whole Bible gives the Church her full 
strength. “How is it possible for a preacher to be a power for 
God, whose source of authority is his own reason and convictions?” 
(Fundamentals, III, p.111.) — The Church is engaged in a life- 


of doctrine.” (Walther and the Church, p. 14.) M’Intosh: “The theory 
which sets reason above revelation and makes man’s own individual 
consciousness the standard and judge in the ultimate issue of what is 
true and what is false in Holy Writ, warrants every man in accepting 
or rejecting just as much or as little of it as he thinks fit, or none at 
all should he think best.” (Op. cit., p.456.) It is, for instance, a natural 
development when J. P. Smyth, who on page 118 “throws Verbal 
Inspiration to the moles and bats,” declares on page 124 that “James, 
the saintly Judaist, . . . insisted, like another Baptist, on the central 
truth of all religion, that ‘’tis only noble to be good.’” (Op.cit.) The 
Life and Morals of Jesus of Nazareth, by Thomas Jefferson, known as 
The Jefferson Bible, is widely advertised and extravagantly praised. 
In the Foreword D.E.Lurton says that “within this brief and sublime 
story are the authentic words of Christ which give life to the Bible. 
They are its essence.” Jefferson edited the Bible by eliminating every- 
thing but the four Gospels and reducing these to “the very words of 
Jesus,” and, finally, says the Lutheran Herald of Aug. 5, 1941, “paring 
away everything from what remained that did not fit in with Jefferson’s 
own religious preconceptions. The result may be imagined: gone is 

e Incarnation; gone are all the miracles; gone is the Resurrection. 
The Gospel according to Jefferson ends with the words ‘There laid they 
Jesus and rolled a great stone to the door of the sepulchre and de- 
parted.’ Nothing left but ‘morals.’” 
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and-death struggle. And while the liberals are assaulting the wall 
from the outside, the conservative moderns within the Church 
are breaking down the morale of the people and sabotaging the 
Bible.25® 

In the second place, the crusade against Verbal Inspiration 
proves disastrous to the crusaders themselves. They lose great 
parts of the Bible and the blessings connected therewith, as has 
been shown. But they harm themselves also in other ways. One of 
the evil consequences of the denial of Verbal Inspiration is the im- 
pairment of the natural mental powers which inevitably sets in 
when men undertake to disprove the infallibility of Holy Scripture. 
Dr. Pieper did not overstate the case when he declared that no 
man “can deny the inspiration of Holy Scripture without sufiering 
an impairment of his natural mental powers.” Those who assert 
either that Scripture does not claim infallibility or that this claim 
is a false one must fly in the face of the facts in order to prove 
their assertion, must suppress their natural acumen, must resort 
to all kinds of inanities and puerilities to bolster their claim. Glance 
over the long list —and it is only a partial one —tabulating the 
false assertions and fallacious arguments of the moderns, and you 
will realize that these men are not using the intelligence that God 





239) The Church is harmed in other ways. For instance, the out- 
sider, the unbeliever, will have no respect for the Bible of the Christians 


when Christian theologians tell them that the Fourth Gospel had to 
correct the ay og Gospels and Christ had to correct the Old Testa- 
ment, and that the writers of the New Testament were not quite sure 
just what Jesus did say, and that the Bible contains many things not 
fit to be read in the churches and homes. The outsider will lose his 
respect for the theologians of the Church when he hears that it took 
them centuries to discover what the Anomoeans (Arians) and the pagan 
Celsus already knew about the mistakes in the Bible, and that they 
discovered it only on being prodded by Paine and Ingersoll. And the 
Christian layman cannot understand what the theologians are about 
when he is confronted by the score of “theories of inspiration” which 
circulate in the theological world. We are wondering what the layman 
Thomas E. Finegan, editor of Winston’s Encyclopedia and Dictionary, 
thought of the theologians when he wrote the article on “Inspiration.” 
“All orthodox theologians agree in ascribing divine assistance to the 
Scriptural writers but differ widely as to the degree, extent, and mode 
of inspiration. The advocates of Plenary Inspiration assert that every 
verse of the Bible, every word of it, every syllable, every letter, is the 
direct utterance of the Most High. In opposition to this theory” (we 
shall not blame the layman for using the term “theory”) “some writers 
confine Inspiration to all that is directly religious in the Bible, to all 
that is matter of direct revelation, leaving out of the question all that 
can be known by ordinary intellectual application. Other authorities 
attribute inspiration only to the spirit, ideas, or doctrines of the Bible, 
exempting the strict form or letter. Some go yet further and include 
in the fallible sections the mode of argument and expository details.” 
This man did not have time to list all the other theories, but as he listed 
and studied these few contradictory teachings, he no doubt thought: 
Either the Bible uses confusing language, or the theologians cannot 
understand simple language. 
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gave them. Men with a normal historical sense would not ridicule 
the statement of Luke that Lysanias was tetrarch of Abilene at 
the time of Christ, as Bruno Bauer and Strauss did, on the ground 
that “Lysanias had been murdered 34 years before the birth of 
Christ.” They would ask themselves whether there might not 
have been a second Lysanias of Abilene, instead of charging that 
Luke simply invented this person. Strauss, indeed, in order to 
substantiate his charge against Luke declared that “neither Jo- 
sephus nor any author of that time alludes to the existence of 
a second ruler of Abilene who bore this title.” ‘“Ebrard, however, 
proves that this entire objection is nothing more than a historical 
blunder on the part of Strauss himself.” Strauss did not know 
his Josephus and did not translate correctly. Submitting the 
Josephus passages in question, W. Lee concludes: “Hence, there- 
fore, Josephus does make mention of a later Lysanias and, by 
doing so, fully corroborates the fact of St. Luke’s intimate acquaint- 
ance with the tangled details of Jewish history in his day.” (Op. cit., 
p. 361.) A historical critic of normal intelligence does not rush 
into print before he has thoroughly examined the available sources. 
And remember, this is not an exceptional instance. Dozens of 
similar blunders are found in the black-list we have furnished. 
Or take this case: J.P.Smyth, the man who has “thrown Verbal 
Inspiration to the moles and bats,” argues that “St. Paul uses such 
words as ‘I speak as a fool,’ which, though quite natural and fitting 
for a human writer, would hardly be the words dictated by the 
Holy Spirit” (op. cit., p.116). This man has not the faintest idea 
what the doctrine of Verbal Inspiration is and still insists on 
being heard in the case. He also “detects traces of human preju- 
dice and passions [in the Biblical writers], as when St. Paul, quot- 
ing a Greek poet, dubbed the whole race of Cretans as ‘evil beasts 
and liars’” (op. cit., p. 121). A normal mind would not charge Paul 
with prejudice unless it were proved—and Smyth makes no 
attempt to prove —that the Cretans did not have these national 
characteristics. And remember, our black-list furnishes a whole 
lot of similar cases. Or see how N.R. Best’s mind works: “Four 
persons who read respectively the four separate accounts of Peter’s 
tragic denial of the Lord would have in mind four quite different 
groups of incidents. The best reconciling which the inerrancy 
dogmatists can do with this case is to infer that Peter actually 
denied the Lord seven” (our italics) “times— which disagrees 
with what the Lord predicted.” (Op. cit., p.77.) The desire to 
ridicule Verbal Inspiration rushes men into all sorts of extrava- 
gances. Dr. Best does not realize that men of normal intelligence 
will not seriously consider these caricatures. And, remember, the 
stock charges of the moderns do not rise to any higher level. 
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If you doubt this, you will have to read the ten preceding articles 
once more. 

And it is not only the second-rater that loses his acumen when 
he sets out to demolish Verbal Inspiration. The theological giants, 
too, operate with the same puerilities. Here is R.Seeberg: “The 
theory that the words are inspired is also disproved by a cursory 
glance at the peculiarities of the Biblical authors. . .. Paul de- 
clared that he baptized certain persons in Corinth, but that he 
did not remember others beside these, 1 Cor. 1:16. No one would 
regard such a confession of ignorance as inspired by the Holy 
Spirit.” (Op. cit., p. 27.) That statement springs from the same 
ignorance that dictated J.P.Smyth’s comment on “I speak as 
a fool.” On page 103 Seeberg asserts: “Paul’s teaching with regard 
to the righteousness attainable by Christians differs from that 
of James (2:21 ff.) and John (1 John 3:7).” That is bad enough, 
but the next sentence reads: “But on both sides Christian ideas 
are represented.” Two ideas conflicting with each other — and 
yet both are Christian! Seeberg even goes so far as to assert: 
“There can be no doubt that the Biblical authors could certainly 
draw conclusions intrinsically false from inspired truths”! ! (p. 102). 
Again: “Matt. 8:28 speaks of two possessed in the territory of the 
Gadarenes; according to Mark 5:2 there was only one. Without 
question, in these instances one of the authors is wrong.” (P. 29.) 
Seeberg has a low opinion of the intelligence of his readers. Some 
of his readers will look up Mark 5:2, and when they fail to find 
there the “only” (“there met Him only one man with an unclean 
spirit”), on which the whole argument hinges, they will wonder 
how an intellectual giant like Seeberg could permit his mind to 
be tricked by such a palpable sophistry. 

Let us examine Professor Edwin Lewis. “The author of the 
Fourth Gospel is not particularly interested in chronology. Any 
attempt to ‘harmonize’ his story with that of the synoptic Gospels 
is doomed to hopeless failure. Some scholars, it is true, claim 
that in his account of the Passion Week he is deliberately cor- 
recting the Synoptic chronology; but that is a question. Even 
if he is, we may still believe that his motive is that which controls 
him throughout, namely, a desire to emphasize spirit. In the 
Synoptics, the last supper is represented as the Passover meal. 
A belief consequently arose in the early Church that Christ had 
the same significance as the paschal lamb. In the Fourth Gospel, 
the last supper is eaten the evening before Passover. By a single 
stroke, therefore, the author breaks the connection. . .. He breaks 
it—so it would seem — because he is afraid of crass literalism. 
Paul’s saying expresses him perfectly: ‘The letter killeth, but 
the spirit giveth life.” (A New Heaven and a New Earth, p. 156.) 
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We are not now interested in the harmony of the four Gospels on 
this point.24 Nor are we much interested in noting the un- 
warranted assumption that a contradiction exists, and the further 
bland assumption that if the early Church had had only the 
synoptic Gospels, it would have become a prey of crass literalism. 
What arouses our interest just now is the fact that Dr. Lewis really 
expects the Christians to feel safe with having so much unsafe 
material in their Bible. He has a strange conception of the 
psychology of the Christian. 

Consider the case of R.Tuck. He presents this “elucidation 
of Jonah 1:17 to our very careful consideration”: ‘The Chaldee 
word dagah, which has been rendered a fish, was meant by the 
sacred writer to signify a boat or skiff; and the word lebalang, 
which has been rendered to swallow, literally means to remove 
from place to place. The verse reads then, agreeably to reason, as 
it is in the original, without supposing impossibilities, thus: ‘Now, 
the Lord had prepared a great barge to remove Jonah, and Jonah 
was in the belly (hold) of the barge three days and three nights.” 
(Op. cit., 412.) — Those who do not like Tuck’s interpretation might 
consider the following ones: “Some have affirmed that the entire 
narrative was a dream which Jonah had while asleep in the sides 
of the ship. . . . Quite recently another interpretation has been 
suggested. It is stated that the name Nineveh is no other than 
Ninua, or Nunu, which means ‘fish,’ and as the city was called the 
great city, its old Assyrian name was simply the Great Fish or 
the Fish City. To this day, it is said, the name on the monuments 
is represented by a fish in a basin or tank. This view would make 
Nineveh itself the ‘great fish’ that swallowed Jonah, and in crying 
to the Lord for deliverance, he gave the city its old Assyrian 


240) A scholar should not make such a wild statement that any 
attempt to harmonize the four Gospels is doomed to hopeless failure. 
See Bibliotheca Sacra, January, 1940, p.63ff.: “The Chronology of the 
Holy Week.” (The closing paragraph reads: “In conclusion we must 
admit that we are uncertain and even ignorant of some points con- 
cerning the chronology of Holy Week. On the other hand, it is only 
fair for us to credit the Gospel writers with full knowledge of the 
subject. And it is only reasonable to go a step further and say that, 
having full knowledge of the subject of the chronology of that last 
week, we may trust the faithfulness of each man that he has trans- 
mitted to us exactly as much of that knowledge as was in keeping with 
his own purpose of writing. . . . All alleged chronological difficulties 
vanish into nothingness in the light of verbal inspiration. ‘Thy Word 
is truth.’”) See also Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 1940, p. 342 ff., Conc. THEOL. 
Mruty., XI, p. 634. A.Fahling, A Harmony of the Gospels, pp. 180-182: 
“The first (1) day of the feast’? (Matt.26:17). Strictly speaking, the 
Passover Festival an on the evening of this day. But because by 
noon, the fourteenth of Nisan, or Abib, all traces of leaven had to be 
removed, . . . it was already called ‘the first day of the feast.’ — ‘Before 
the feast of the Passover’ (John 13:1). This expression refers to the 
whole festival, in this case to the whole remaining festal week.” 
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name, praying to be delivered from the ‘great fish.” (R. §, 
MacArthur, Bible Difficulties, pp. 441, 443.) 

Testing Professor Ladd, we find that he, too, does not rise 
above the level of the minor theologians. The minor theologians 
have been telling us that Jesus either did not know that the story 
of Jonah was fiction or did not think it worth while to inform His 
hearers that He did not believe in it. Professor Ladd sides with 
them! “We should be very careful not hastily to commit the 
authority of Christ to trivialities now in dispute among Biblical 
critics and commentators. Because He refers to Jonah, for example, 
without apparently questioning the historical nature of the narra- 
tive of the transaction of this prophet, it does not follow that His 
authority may be pledged to one of several theories as to the 
nature of the book in which the narrative occurs.” The reason why 
Ladd cannot accept the story of Jonah as a true story is stated 
as follows: “A narrative in which a man is represented as com- 
posing a poetical prayer, surrounded with water, his head bound 
with seaweed, and drifting with marine currents while inside a 
monster of the sea, was surely never intended by its author to 
be understood as literal history. The book of Jonah was written 
as an allegory.” (What Is the Bible? pp. 76,84.) Ladd’s reasoning 
is in the best tradition of rationalismus vulgaris. And we are 
asked to assume that our Lord Jesus reasoned in the same way. 
And our question why Jesus did not enlighten His hearers on 
this matter is thus disposed of: “Shall it be claimed that, if Jesus 
knew the story to be allegorical, He must distinctly aver it to be so 
when speaking amidst a people whose daily speech dealt in alle- 
gory? Or that, if not for the sake of hearers of His own time, 
at any rate for the sake of readers in this Occidental and un- 
figurative age, He must have given full notice of His opinion of 
the Book of Jonah? ... The commentator may not help out the 
dullness” (our italics) “by the support of Christ’s infallible 
authority.” (The Doctrine, I, p. 66.) —“So in Job [38:4 ff.] it is 
implied that the stars were made before instead of (as here in 
Genesis) after the founding of the earth.” (What Is the Bible? 
p. 138.) — Interpretation of John 5:39: “The Jews were caught and 
entangled in the form. ... Christ does not find fault with them 
for diligent study of their Sacred Scriptures; He does accuse them 
of folly and sin in idolizing the written word while neglecting its 
ideal contents of truth.” (Op. cit., I, p.51.) —“Is the Christian 
Church absolutely dependent upon the authority of the Bible?” 
Certainly not, says Ladd. Proof? “For true Christian faith and 
character existed before the Bible. ... The Church was founded 
before the canon of the.New Testament was formed.” (What Is 
the Bible? p. 443.) —One more item: “The propriety of making 
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a distinction between the Bible and the Word of God has always 
been virtually admitted by the Christian Church. To charge this 
distinction with heresy or regard it with suspicion, can only be 
due, in the case of honest inquirers, to ignorance of history as 
well as of the facts of the case. ... Luther himself and the other 
great reformers expressly insisted upon this distinction. These 
all speak rather of the Bible as ‘containing’ or ‘embracing’ or ‘con- 
veying’ the Word of God.” (Op. cit., p.445.) We cannot under- 
stand how Professor Ladd can make this statement that the phrase 
“The Bible contains the Word of God” as opposed to the phrase 
“The Bible is the Word of God” is a good Christian phrase, employed 
by Luther, always employed by the Church. Read any history of 
dogma. Read W. Lee, op. cit., p.400f.: “The two leading repre- 
sentatives of the views of those who changed the formula ‘The 
Bible is the Word of God’ into ‘The Bible contains the Word of 
God’ are Le Clerc and Grotius. LeClerc’s writings reflect the ideas 
of Spinoza, and Spinoza introduced into Christian theology the 
speculations of the medieval Jews, and more particularly the 
philosophy of Maimonides. Grotius openly avows the source of 
his opinions: Maimonides.” 24!) 


241) Ladd puts Luther into the class of those who made a dis- 
tinction between the Bible and the Word of God. It is one of the 
mysteries of the ages how theologians who claim to be conversant with 
Luther’s writings can give credence to the myth that Luther did not 
teach Verbal, Plenary Inspiration. A hundred years ago Rudelbach 
dealt with this phenomenon. The myth, which has no basis in Luther’s 
writings — as Rudelbach conclusively shows — will not die. “Man weiss 
wohl, wie schwer es in Deutschland haelt, einen fuer ausgemacht 
geltenden Schulsatz, wie jener sich gibt, aufzugeben.” (Zeitschrift f. d. 
gesm. Luth. Theol. u. Kirche, 1840, zweites Quartalh. p. 6.) Now, after 
a hundred years, the moderns are still singing the same song: Luther 
did not identify Scripture and the Word of God. J.P.Smyth: “Luther 
gives no countenance to the notion of Verbal Inspiration and repeatedly 
emphasizes the great truth that the Holy Spirit is not confined to a book 
of the past ages, but dwells and speaks in the conscience of every 
Christian man.” (Op. cit., p. 88.) E. Brunner: “He who identifies the 
letters and words of the Scriptures with the Word of God has never 
truly understood the Word of God. A better witness than Martin Luther 
we can scarcely call up. ... And Luther would never have approved 
the opinion of later orthodoxy that everything in the Scriptures just 
because it is in the Scriptures is equally inspired by the Holy Spirit.” 
(The Theology of Crisis, p.19. The Word and the World, p.94.) R.See- 
berg also asserts that Luther had this “low” view of inspiration. See 
footnote 222, C.A. Wendell chimes in: “The nervous anxiety to prove 
the ‘complete inerrancy’ of the Bible ‘from cover to cover’ may be good 
Fundamentalism but hardly good Lutheranism, for Luther was not of 
that type. . . . Luther did not fret and fuss to prove its ‘alleged in- 
errancy from cover to cover. He did not claim inerrancy for it.” 
(What Is Lutheranism? p.235.) And in 1940 Prof. J.O.Evjen wrote, in 
The Lutheran Church Quarterly, R. 149: “It was heresy for Ockham not 
to believe every single word of the Bible. For Ockham the Bible was 
inspired, word for word. . . . Luther had a different conception of 
heresy. To the Reformer, Scripture was binding to the extent that it 
proclaimed Christ, the Gospel, or pointed to Christ. Many historical 
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When we study this long list of aberrations, these baseless as- 
sertions, illogical conclusions, and exhibitions of plain ignorance — 
this comedy of errors — we cannot refrain from setting down once 
more Dr. Pieper’s judgment: “The objections to the verbal in- 
spiration of Holy Scripture do not manifest great ingenuity or 





matters in the Bible did not concern Christian life.” The moderns 
persist in ascribing to Luther a “liberal” attitude toward the Bible, to 
Luther, who said: “The Holy Ghost ... is the Author of this book” 
(II: 566); who said: “The Holy Scriptures are the Word of God, written 
and (as I might say). lettered and formed in letters” (IX:1770); who said: 
“Scripture, or the Word of God” (VIII:1111, 1129; XIV:413), “... purum 
Verbum Dei, hoc est, Sancta Scriptura” (see [X:87); who said: “Also 
gibt man dem Heiligen Geist die ganze Heilige Schrift” (III:1890); who 
said: “The Scriptures have never erred” (XV:1481); who said: “All 
stories of Holy Scripture have to do with Christ” (VII:1924); and who 
said these things not once but a thousand times. Ladd demands that 
“the reader who wishes to know certain of the real views of Luther 
must consult the uwnexrpurgated” (italics in original) “editions of his 
works, especially of his Vorreden (Walch, XIV) and not what Reuss has 
called ‘die cursierenden von frommen Gesellschaften castrierten Special- 
Ausgaben’” (The Doctrine, II, p. 166). Exactly. We insist on that, too. 
Do not read merely those emasculated selections put out by the 
moderns but read the entire Luther. Read only volumes I—IX and XIV, 
and, says Pastor W. Bodamer in the article “Luthers Stellung zur Lehre 
von der Verbalinspiration” (Theologische Quartalschrift, 1936, p. 240 ff.), 
you will find “more than a thousand statements” of Luther which un- 
equivocally assert Verbal Inspiration and identify Scripture and the 
Word of God. A hundred or so of such statements are there quoted. 
“Hoeret, ihr Herren, Papst und Kaiser, ist denn die Bibel Gottes Wort 
oder nicht?” (VII:1089). Princeton Theol. Review, 15, p.502: “We may 
begin our synthetic presentation of Luther’s views with the obvious and 
all but universally admitted remark that the Reformer, following the 
custom of the medieval Church and of his own opponents, commonly 
uses Scripture and the Word of God as synonymous and interchange- 
able terms.” But the moderns cannot rid themselves of the hallucina- 
tion that Luther did not equate Scripture and the Word of God, did 
not teach the absolute inerrancy of Scripture. The thing is inexplicable. 
Ladd reads his unexpurgated Luther, reads these two thousand plain 
statements and declares: Luther could not have meant that! For 
“Luther holds that the Gospel of John is far to be preferred to the other 
three and that the epistles of Paul and Peter much surpass the three 
Evangelists Matthew, Mark, and Luke.” (Op. cit., II, p.154.) We ask Ladd 
to prove his assertion that “Luther holds the distinction between the 
Biblical writings and God’s Word” (What Is the Bible? p. 48), and his 
proof is that Luther held some books of the Bible to be more important 
than others. That is not normal argumentation. Consider C.A.Wen- 
dell’s proof. “Luther did not claim inerrancy for the Bible. ‘Johannes 
macht hie eine Verwirrung, ‘John is confused here,’ in other words, 
makes a mistake, he says in one of his sermons (VIII:884).” Wendell 
bases his proof on a mistranslation! Luther did not say: “Johannes ist 
hier verwirret.” What he does say is that this is one of the many instances 
where the parallel accounts in the Gospels are seemingly contradictory. 
The statement “Johannes macht hier eine Verwirrung “cannot be made 
to mean: “Johannes ist verwirret.” But Wendell and others make it 
to mean that and triumphantly exclaim: Luther did not teach the 
inerrancy of Scripture! (A writer in the Journal of the Am. Luth. Conf, 
March, 1936, p. 9ff., argues along the same lines.— These and similar 
arguments are examined Conc. THeot. Mruty., I, p.868f.; III, p.306 ff; 
VIII, p. 443.) The moderns are going to believe the myth till doomsday. 
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mental acumen, but the very opposite: they serve as a shining 
example of how God inflicts His just punishment upon all critics 
of His Word —they lose their common sense and become utterly 
unreasonable and illogical.” (What Is Christianity? P.243.) The 
comedy of errors presents a tragedy. 

Another thing that does not speak well for the acumen, 
theological and otherwise, of the moderns is the matter of the 
substitutes they offer for Verbal Inspiration. After Seeberg ex- 
pressed his sorrow or joy over the “fall of Verbal Inspiration” 
(“Verbal Inspiration has disappeared as if in one night. No theo- 
logian of any repute now upholds it. ... The theory of verbal 
inspiration has been of incalculable service to the Church... . 
How simple and clear must have been the inner life of our fore- 
fathers with this theory of verbal inspiration!”), he looked around 
for a substitute. “Every Protestant Christian must form for him- 
self a reasoned judgment upon this question. This object may be 
achieved by . . . attempts to discover what substitute Protestant 
Christendom can accept in its place. If that theory (Verbal In- 
spiration) falls, as fallen indeed it has, the question then confronts 
us, How shall a substitute be found?” (Op. cit., pp. 1—4.) “The whole 
volume will be discredited,” said J. De Witt, “unless a broader 
definition can be found for the inspiration that produced it than 
any that has yet been advanced.” (What Is Inspiration, p. 68.) 
The moderns have found a lot of substitutes. It seems impossible 
to list them all. They can be roughly divided into two classes. 
The ultraliberals deal with the no-inspiration-at-all theories. These 
follow the pattern of Father Semler’s definition of inspiration as 
“die andaechtige Gemuetsverfassung” of the holy writers. The 
substitutes offered by the more-or-less conservatives come under 
the general head of Partial Inspiration; to these we shall confine 
our present discussion. The partial-inspiration men offer their 
wares under different labels. Some prefer to call the Bible “the 
record of revelation.” 242) The most popular trademark seems 
to be: Only the Gospel portions are inspired. That is, says P. T. 
Forsyth, “the saving distinction of the Bible and the Gospel” 
(Foreword to J. M. Gibson’s The Insp. and Auth. of H. Scripture). 
R.H. Malden puts it this way: “When we call the Bible inspired, 
we mean (or at least I mean) that it is of unique and permanent 
religious value.” (The Inspiration of the Bible, p.4.) That is what 


242) Luthardt: “Scripture is not in itself the revelation, but only 
a report of the revelation.” Volck: “Die Bibel ist die Urkunde der 
Heilsgeschichte.” Hofmann: “Die Schrift ist ein Denkmal, eine Urkunde 
der Heilsgeschichte.” Werner Elert at Lausanne (1927): “We believe 
with all Christians that the Holy Scriptures hold divine authority for 
us as the true record and historical revelation of God.” (See Theol. 
Mthly., VII, p. 363.) The meaning of this label is: Scripture contains 
the Word of God. 

28 
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the United Lutheran Church of America means when it speaks of 
Inspiration. See Baltimore Declaration, above. That is exactly the 
substitute which Seeberg found: “The Gospel is both the revela- 
tion given by Christ and the special understanding of this reve- 
lation. In the latter sense it is given by a special, personal gift of 
grace by God, or, as we say, by inspiration. ... When Luther 
refers to Scripture, he is thinking of the Gospel of Christ.” 
(Op. cit., pp. 68,18.) These theories vary much in detail, but are 
one in restricting Inspiration to scattered portions of the Bible.24%) 





243) Their discoverers like to give them big names. B. Steffen calls 
his theory “Zentralinspiration”; it means what Seeberg and the Balti- 
more Declaration mean. W.Sanday calls it “Vital Inspiration” but 
means the same thing: “In all that relates to the revelation of God and 
of His will, the writers assert for themselves a definite inspiration.” 
(Op. cit., pp. 46,74.) G.L. Raymond has told us that, if we want to know 
which portions of the Bible are inspired, we must be able to distinguish 
between their “literary” and their “literal sense.” What does that 
mean? See footnote 207. And, says Raymond, we must make a further 
distinction: there are in man “two minds, namely, the conscious and 
the subconscious, which latter term is used to indicate a mind of 
the results of which we are conscious, but of the processes of which 
we are unconscious. . .. It has been shown that, when a man is 
inspired, the very conditions necessitate that whatever is revealed should 
affect first the inner or subconscious realm of his mind; that whatever 
may be received in this inner or subconscious region influences both it 
and the outer, or conscious, realm, by way of suggestion; and that 
whatever influences by way of suggestion must, from its very nature, 
leave the outer or conscious realm free to express itself according to 
methods dominated by its own inherited or acquired intelligence.” What 
is Raymond driving at? Why, he is showing that not everything in 
the Bible is inspired. “Specific details can never be supposed to be 
a necessary part of that which is merely suggested. They are not 
logically attributable to the spirit that inspired it.” (The Psychology of 
Inspiration, pp.56,307.) R.F.Horton’s theory: “We best serve the 
cause of truth by trying accurately to distinguish what is divine truth 
and what is human imperfection. ... According to the simpler and, we 
may add, saner view of inspired writings these references (Gal.3:19; 
Acts 7:53; Heb. 2:2; and Heb. 11:31, 32) only show that the writers were 
acquainted with the Jewish tradition on the subject and alluded to it 
without any intention of passing a critical verdict on its veracity. ... 
They are simply treating the subject homiletically.” (Revelation and the 
Bible, p.329f.) J.P.Smyth: “Inspiration is the result of contact between 
the Spirit of God and the spirit of man.” (Op.cit., p.119.) That defini- 
tion is broad enough to take care of any accident that might befall a 
holy writer. Bishop Gore: “The Anglican reformers of the sixteenth 
century devised a question to be answered by those just to be ordained 
deacons. ‘Do you unfeignedly believe all the canonical Scriptures of 
the Old and New Testaments?’ To which the answer was required: 
‘I do believe them.’ But our bishops of today have proposed an addition 
to the question, so that it should run: ‘Do you unfeignedly believe all 
the canonical Scriptures of the Old and the New Testament as con- 
veying to us in many parts and in divers manners the revelation of God, 
which is consummated in Jesus Christ?’ And the answer they pro- 
posed is: ‘I do so believe them.’” (Op. cit., p. 63. Italics ours.) Bishop 
Gore asks the Church to accept this substitute.— The following defini- 
tions might perhaps be assigned to Class I: No real inspiration at all. 
But giving ps writers the benefit of the doubt, we shall put them into 
Class II: Partial Inspiration. G.T.Ladd: “At no time, except during 
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The moderns have thrown Verbal Inspiration to the bats and 
moles; and what is this that they have brought in instead? It does 
not look respectable. It has no scientific respectability. This theory 
presupposes such an unaccountable behavior on the part of the 
Holy Ghost and prescribes such an unworkable use of the Bible 
that the scientists would unanimously vote to throw it out. This 
theory of a partial, intermittent, sporadic, spasmodic, and erratic 
inspiration, asks us to believe that the Holy Ghost constructed 
His Bible, the Book of Life for man, in such an awkward manner 
that on one page He breathed His words into the minds and hearts 
of the apostles, on the next page He permitted them to set down 
their own ruminations, and in the middle of the page He interrupted 
them to speak His own words. This stop-and-go theory places 
the holy writers, too, in a bad light. If that is true, that at times 
“the human thoughts predominated over the divine thoughts” 
(Bensow), we must assume that every so often the writer got the 
signal to go on his own, every so often he was ordered to stop and 
let the Holy Ghost speak, but occasionally the psalmist refused 
and kept on speaking his own thoughts. We much prefer the 
theory of the ultraliberals: No inspiration at all. That is a clean- 
cut affair. But the inspiration-in-spots theory is too awkward 
and clumsy to get serious consideration. H.Kraemer speaks of 
“the clumsy form of the literal inerrancy of the document in which 
God’s revelation is told” (The Christian Message in a Non-Chris- 
tian World, p. 218), Horton of “that crude dogma of infallible in- 
spiration” (op. cit., p.25). We are willing to let any scientist, any 
philosopher, decide which is the crude and clumsy form, Plenary 
Inspiration or intermittent inspiration.?4* 


the dominance of the post-Reformation dogma, has the ‘inspiration’ of 
the authors of sacred Scripture been regarded as specifically different 
in kind from that possessed by other believers, or as given to them 
solely for the purpose of fitting them to compose an infallible Bible.” 
(Op. cit., p. 75.) E. Lewis: “All Scripture is because of the inspiration 
of God. ... That means that men wrote because they were under the 
inspiration of some divinely given truth.” (A Philosophy, etc., p. 261.) 
M. Dods: “Inspiration is the indwelling of the Divine Spirit. All Chris- 
tians believe that they themselves enjoy this indwelling, but they are 
not conscious of becoming infallible.” (Op. cit., p. 145.) 


244) Speaking of the theory that “certain portions of Scripture have 
resulted from the unaided exercise of human judgment or of human 
faculties, . . . that the writer has but partially or imperfectly handed 
down the communication from heaven,” W.Lee observes: “If we had 
never heard of the difficulties which have been urged against Inspiration, 
could the suspicion have ever occurred to any fair mind that God 
may have thus left to all the chances of human fallibility the history 
of that revelation which (it is assumed) He has given to His creatures, 
instructing them in their duties and unfolding to them His decrees?” 
(Op. cit., p. 237.) G.Stoeckhardt: “It is difficult to form a conception 
of a self-activity of the Holy Ghost—the moderns grant, in theory, 
that in the recording of God’s thoughts concerning salvation this self- 
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The inspiration-in-spots men become still more unreasonable 
when they assume that God gave the world a Bible which is a 
medley of truth and error, of wisdom and folly, but left it to us 
fallible men to find the dividing line between truth and error. 
And these same moderns who tell us that we must find this dividing 
line tell us in the next breath that there is no such dividing line. 
See Lewis’ and Smyth’s statements above. Here are some more. 
Prof. A. E. Deitz: “We may liken the teaching of the Bible to a 
large circle at the center of which we place Christ and the cross. 
Around that center there is a large region of certainty which in- 
cludes all the great teaching of the Bible about religion and 
morality. Out at the circumference we may place those unessential 
matters about which for any reason there may be some doubt, such 
as historical inaccuracies, numerical errors, etc. Now, if we inquire 
how far out toward the circumference does the region of certainty 
extend, answers may differ.... The realm of certainty gradually 
fades out into the uncertain and unknown just as it does in every 
department of human knowledge.” (The Luth.Church Quart., 
1935, p.131f.) W.Sanday corroborates that: “What is the relation 
of the natural to the supernatural, of the human to the divine in 
the Bible? They shade off into each other by almost insensible 
degrees.” (Op. cit., p.74.) Just try to trace the line on the basis 
of the directions given by Raymond; find out where the conscious 
mind and where the subconscious mind of the writers was working. 
Were the writers themselves able to apply Raymond’s test? No; the 
Bible which the stop-and-go-inspiration men give us does not 
work. We should not know how to use it. Nay, it works disaster. 
A man might cast aside the divine as being human and lose his 





activity took place— which was interrupted every few moments. ... 
It is at bottom a most unreasonable idea, this modern distinction between 
essentials and non-essentials, which recognizes the former as God’s 
Word but finds the latter fallible. That is a ‘mechanical’ construction. 
On this theory the Holy Ghost sometimes, when unimportant matters 
were being recorded, rested and slept, as Homer sometimes nodded, 
and the human pen just kept on writing and, no longer guided by 
the Holy Spirit, often wrote down nonsense (hat vielfach gefaselt).” 
(Lehre und Wehre, 32, pp. 257,313.) Discussing the idea that “here 
the Holy Ghost has allowed Paul’s pen to run on,” L.Gaussen points 
out: “What idea can a man have of the sacred writers, when he 
would impute to them the mad audacity of mingling their own oracles 
with those of the Most High? That would be similar to the case of 
the man who was engaged by a Geneva minister to transcribe his 
sermons, and ‘had thought it his duty to enrich all the pages with his 
own thoughts.”” (Theopneustia, pp. 271, 317, 322.) F.Bente: “Verbal 
inspiration in theologicis but in all non-theologicis no verbal inspiration, 
on the same page of the Bible, yes, in one and the same sentence about 
ten per cent of the words verbally inspired by the Holy Ghost and 
ninety per cent not inspired, or vice versa, ninety per cent of the words 
by the Holy Ghost and ten per cent by the writer—that is an incon- 
ceivable concept and a theory which is as unreasonable as it is anti- 
Scriptural.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1904, p. 87.) 
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soul. The highway constructed by the moderns has the sign: 
Travel at your own risk! 245) 

The partial-inspiration men reach the height of unreason when 
they attempt to square their theory with 2 Tim. 3:16. It is pathetic 
to see how their greatest men, Ladd and Orr and others, labor to 
make this passage prove Partial Inspiration and bring forth nothing 
better than this: the apostle means to say that that part of Scrip- 
ture is inspired which is profitable for doctrine.24® “Das sind eitel 
Taschenspielerkuenste,” and clumsy ones at that. They are forcing 
Paul into an embarrassing situation. Paul tells Timothy to study 
“the Holy Scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto 
salvation.” Timothy begins at Gen.1. Paul interrupts him and 
points out that that chapter deals with secular matters and is not 
inspired. Timothy: “But you said that all Scripture is given by 
inspiration.” Paul: “I did not express myself clearly. I meant 
that some Scripture is given by inspiration, that some parts of 
Scripture are profitable.” Timothy: “But Jesus, too, said: “The 
Scripture cannot be broken, John 10:35.” 24% Paul: “Jesus did 
not express himself clearly. He meant that only the doctrinal 
portions of Scripture are authoritative.” — No, no; either Jesus 
and Paul and Peter (2 Pet.1:21) used misleading language, em- 
ploying universal terms without any restrictions, or the moderns 
are guilty of employing violent, unreasonable exegesis. 

The moderns fighting Verbal Inspiration in the name of reason 


245) “Again we must press the question, the all-important question: 
If the Bible is inspired only in spots, which spots are inspired? Who is 
to decide? Who has the wisdom to tell us with satisfying certainty? 
We have read after Graf, Wellhausen, Cheyne, Driver, and Robertson 
Smith down to Kent, Foster, Bade, Fosdick, Faunce, Merril, and the 
rest and do not feel that we can trust either their logic or their judg- 
ment. Then, who can point out to the world the parts of the Bible 
that are inspired and the parts that are not inspired? The world ought 
to have certainty on this matter.” (Bible Champion, 1923, p. 599.) 


246) James Orr: “This is the ultimate test of ‘inspiration’ — its 
power to ‘make wise unto salvation.” (See eighth installment of this 
series, under No. 21.) Ladd, too, insists that “the post-Reformation 
theology” garbled “that one passage in the New Testament to which 
the appeal is sometimes most confidently made—2Tim.3:16.” The 
apostle never intended to say that all Scripture, being inspired, is 
profitable for doctrine; what he impressed upon Timothy was that only 
portions of Scripture are inspired—those that are “morally useful in 
perfecting a righteous character.” (What Is the Bible? p. 95.) 


247) “Now what is the particular thing in Scripture for the con- 
firmation of which the indefectible authority of Scripture is thus 
invoked? It is one of the most casual clauses—more than that, the 
very form of its expression in one of its most casual clauses. This 
means, of course, that in the Savior’s view the indefectible authority of 
Scripture attaches to the very form of expression of its most casual 
clauses. It belongs to Scripture through and through, down to its 
most minute particulars, that it is of indefectible authority.” (B.B. War- 
field, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 86.) 
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do not have reason on their side. Their vaunted substitutes can 
get no scientific rating.24®) And when we examine the long array 
of arguments which they so confidently marshal against Verbal 
Inspiration — these baseless assertions, these plain sophistries, these 
unbelievable fatuities— we think of Luther’s word: “Scripture 
makes fools of all the wise” (XIV:4). When men set out to subvert 
a divine truth — in this case the divinity, infallibility, and inviola- 
bility of Holy Scripture—they cannot but stultify themselves. 
“They lose their common sense and become utterly unreasonable 
and illogical.” 

And a greater loss than that of common sense is involved. The 
hurt touches a more vital spot. One who has come under the in- 
fluence of God’s Word and still presumes to criticize it, risks the 
impairment and the loss of his spiritual faculties. He who takes 
offense at Scripture and rails at its “errors” and “immoralities” and 
“trivialities’ may fall under the dread judgment of obduration. 
God will not be mocked, and He will not have His Word mocked. 
If a man persists in stifling the glad response to Scripture’s tes- 
timony, to its majesty, infallibility, and inviolability, which this 
testimony would create or has created in his heart, he will lose the 
faculty to respond. He will be given over to an obdurate mind. 

No man may set himself in opposition to God’s Word with 
impunity. Ponder the dread truth set down in 1 Pet. 2:6-8. 
“... and a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense, even to them 
which stumble at the Word, being disobedient; whereunto also they 
were appointed.” Stoeckhardt: “The unbelievers, who absolutely 
refuse to obey the Word, are, by God’s just judgment, set and ap- 
pointed to that lot that they are yet more and more embittered and 
hardened through the Word, that the Word of salvation becomes 
to them a savor of death unto death. God gives them up to their 
perverse, obdurate mind.” That applies not only to those who 
take offense at the Gospel, but also to those who stumble at Scrip- 
ture in general. H. Weseloh thus applies it: “If men will not permit 
the heavenly light to enlighten them, . . . if they will run against 
the Word, then they shall do it. For God will not be mocked. ... 
Christ is set for the fall and rising again of men —for the rising 
again of the contrite and humble, but for the fall of the proud and 





248) That is the verdict of Dr.C.E.Macartney: “Those who have 
departed from faith in an infallible Bible have made desperate but 
utterly vain efforts to secure a suitable substitute. ... But as time goes 
by, the pathetic hopelessness of this effort is more and more manifest.” 
(See I. Boettner, The Inspiration of the Scriptures, p. 81.) You may 
think that Dr. Macartney is biased. Then hear Dr.Ladd: “The post- 
Reformation theory has tottered and fallen—a ruin complete so far 
as its own compacted and well-cemented structure is concerned. But no 
equally elaborate and self-consistent doctrine of Sacred Scripture has 
arisen to take its place.” (Op. cit., p. 69.) 
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self-righteous. Even so Scripture, coming to us in the lowly form 
of a servant, is set for the fall of the haughty and self-satisfied, but 
for the rising up of those who know how deeply they have fallen. 
Face to face with Scripture, men’s hearts are revealed” (Das Buch 
des Herrn und seine Feinde, p.130f.). When Scripture comes to 
a man and asks to be received as the Word of God and he, following 
the reaction of his natural heart, refuses to acknowledge the claim; 
when Scripture, speaking with divine power, warns him that this 
offense, this stumbling at the Word, proceeds out of the evil heart 
and pleads with him to suppress it, and he keeps on treating God’s 
Word as the common word of man, such a man faces the dread 
judgment of obduration, and it is only because of the wondrous 
grace of God that in a given case the judgment has not yet been 
executed. “One who criticizes Scripture — which, as God’s Word, 
will not be criticized but believed—comes under the fearful 
judgment of God described in Matt. 11:25.” (Pieper, Chr. Dog., I, 
p. 280.) “Thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent 
and hast revealed them unto babes.” Will men, following their 
carnal wisdom and conceit, persist in treating parts of the Bible as 
the word of fools? Then Scripture shall be to them a stumbling 
block and the wisdom of God foolishness! “This is the Scripture 
which makes fools of all the wise and prudent and is open only 
to babes and fools, as Christ says Matt. 11:25.” (Luther, XIV: 4.) 
You refuse to be a babe and simply believe, you refuse to be 
Christ’s fool? Then be your own fool. Be blinded, utterly unable 
to see, shut out from all spiritual light. 

It is a wicked thing to charge the Bible, written by inspiration 
of God, with errors and unethical teachings and puerilities — and 
there are men who are not able to see this wickedness. Augustine 
writes in his Harmony of the Gospels (Book I, chap.7): “Those 
sacred chariots of the Lord, however, in which He is borne 
throughout the earth and brings the peoples under His easy yoke 
and light burden, are assailed with calumnious charges by certain 
persons, who, in impious vanity or in ignorant temerity, think to 
rob of their credit as veracious historians those teachers by whose 
instrumentality the Christian religion has been disseminated all the 
world over.... They still strive by their calumnious disputations 
to keep some from making themselves acquainted with the faith, 
while they also endeavor to the utmost of their power to excite 
agitations among others who have already attained to belief, and 
thereby give them trouble. ... We have undertaken in this work 
to demonstrate the errors or the rashness of those . . . who are in 
the habit of adducing this as the palmary allegation in all their 
vain objections, namely, that the evangelists are not in harmony 
with each other.” And there are men who say: Augustine is talk- 
ing foolishness! Eusebius said: “I deem it wicked presumption 
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when a man is brazen enough to say that Scripture has erred.” 
And there are men who say: Eusebius is talking foolishness! 
They are unable to see the wickedness. Again, men are actually 
unable to see the wickedness of declaring that the testimony of 
Christ concerning the Old Testament is unreliable because Jesus 
lacked the critical acumen! 249 Once more, men are actually 
able to apply the warnings against obduration to those who believe 
every word of the Bible and charge them with harderning them- 
selves against the truth.25® If a man will not see, he shall not see. 

A dread judgment is pronounced Matt.11:25 and 2 Cor. 2:16. 
What is, in itself, the savor of life unto life can become the savor 
of death unto death. All that is written in Scripture is written for 
our learning, and much of it has become to “the wise and prudent” 
an occasion for stumbling. Passages such as the imprecatory psalms 
and Paul’s instruction concerning his mantle and Timothy’s ail- 
ment, which should serve to strengthen our spiritual life, must now 
serve to strengthen their determination to tear apart the. Sacred 
Volume. 

“There has come to us a crisis in the history of the Bible,” 
says J.P.Smyth, “a crisis through which our generation must 
pass — amid strife and heartburnings, it may be — amid doubts and 
fears for the future of religion — but whose results will ultimately 
be the enthroning of the Bible in a position firmer and more lasting 
than it has ever held before in the hearts of the Christian people.” 
(Op. cit., p.6.) Every generation must pass through this crisis. 
Yes, and every individual who deals with the Bible. Shall I accept 
the Bible as being throughout the Word of God? Shall I believe 
that “all Scripture is given by inspiration of God”? The question 
must be answered. The Bible presses for a decision. What will 
our answer be? Our flesh insists that we throw Verbal Inspiration 
to the bats and moles. That is Smyth’s advice. He is convinced that 
that will enhance the glory and influence of the Bible. Scripture 
itself urges us to give a different answer. Two forces are meeting in 
your heart and struggling for dominance. You must decide for one 
or the other. Is every chapter and verse of the Bible inspired and 





249) R.Rothe: “The Redeemer never claimed to be an infallible, 
or even a generally precise, interpreter of the Old Testament. Indeed, 
He could not have made this claim. For interpretation is essentially a 
scientific function, and one conditioned by the existence of scientific 
means; which, in relation to the Old Testament, were only imperfectly 
at the command of Jesus as well as of His contemporaries.” (See 
Ladd, op. cit., I, p. 28.) 

250) J.P.Smyth, who has thrown Verbal Inspiration to the moles 
and the bats, says: “If Christ had to say, why should not the Bible 
have to say, too, ‘Blessed is he who shall not find occasion of stumbling 
in me.” (Op.cit., p.135.) R.Seeberg: “The old theory can only be 
retained against the monitions of conscience, or the sense of historical 
truth must be devitalized in order to save the hypothesis.” (Op. cit., p. 62.) 


/ 
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true or not? Has science, evolution, etc., the right, for instance, to 
correct the first chapter of Genesis? You must answer the question. 
Your faith is being tested.25 Will you decide in favor of your 
unbelieving, supercilious flesh or in favor of Scripture? The de- 
cision may be hard to make. There will be heartburnings. Will 
you break with your flesh and the popular theology of the moderns, 
or will you break with Scripture? And if I break with Scripture, 
against its powerful pleadings to remain true, there looms before 
me the dread judgment of obduration. The struggle will be hard 
and heartbreaking. But God has given us the strength to pass 
through the crisis safely. There is that in the Christian heart which 
responds to the voice of Scripture and rejoices in the truth that 
“all Scripture is given by inspiration of God.” 252) Do not stifle 
that response. “Blessed is he,” says Christ, “whosoever shall not be 
offended in Me,” Matt. 11:6. Blessed is he who shall not be offended 
at My Word, at Scripture! 





In asking us to delete one half of the Bible, the moderns assure 
us that there is no cause for alarm. The other half remains! And 
that is the important part; if the Gospel message is inspired, all 
is well. — But the moderns are not through with us. They have 
additional objections against Verbal Inspiration. And if these 


are well founded, there is nothing left of the Bible; the words in 
which the Gospel message is brought us are worthless. 
(To be continued) TH. ENGELDER 


251) Dr. N. R. Melhorn writes in The Lutheran, Sept. 24, 1941: 
“A Test of Believing. The first chapter of Genesis, indeed the first 
eleven chapters of that beginning of revelation, has been throughout 
the Christian era something by which scholars and common people 
alike tested the character of their faith. One might almost suspect that 
the attitude which is assumed toward this plain and simple story of 
the beginning of things is an illustration of that which is described as 
the basic sin of our first parents. They yielded, it will be remembered, 
to the plea of the devil that, if they should eat of the tree of knowledge 
of good and evil, they should become as gods. Man has never been 
distinguished by his humility with reference to the search for truth, 
and from time to time the Christian world has been harassed, even 
aggravated, by attacks upon the verity of the revelation of our world’s 
beginning and continuance. .. . According to learned men who have 
accepted Darwinism or some development thereof the declarations of 
Genesis 1 are altogether unsatisfactory. . . . For them Moses was 
a most unsatisfactory scientist.” 


252) These two truths that the Christian has the capacity to see, 
and rejoice in, the light of Scripture and that the glorious light of Scrip- 
ture blinds those who refuse to respond, are expressed in RKudelbach’s 
observation: “Bei dieser Fuelle des Erweises waere es fast unerklaer- 
ich, wie diese Stelle (2Tim.3:16) von so vielen seit du Perron und 
Grotius bis auf Semler und manche neuere herab so schmaehlich ge- 
misdeutet worden ist, wenn man nicht wuesste, dass auch die groesste 
Klarheit eine congeniale im Geiste des Auslegers voraussetzt, um nicht 
zu blenden.” (Zeitschrift fuer die gesm. Luth. Theol. u. Kirciie, 1842, 
Zweites Quartalheft, p. 9.) 
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Eisenach Epistle Selection for the Second Sunday after Trinity 


Paul had proved the universal depravity and just condemna- 
tion of Jews and Gentiles, 1:18 to 3:20. He had demonstrated on 
the basis of Scripture that man is declared righteous not because 
of his own works but by grace, for Christ’s sake, through faith, 
3:21 to 5:21. He had shown that a necessary fruit of this justifica- 
tion by faith is sanctification of life, in which the Christian makes 
use of the powers engendered in him by God, 6:1 to 8:39. Be- 
ginning with chapter 9, he entered upon a lengthy discussion of 
the problem of the rejection of the Jewish nation as God’s chosen 
people and the adoption of Gentiles into covenant relations, chaps. 
9—11. Throughout this section Paul continually stresses three 
truths: 1) that salvation is a free gift of God’s sovereign grace in 
Christ Jesus, according to which He is gracious to whom He is 
gracious. 2) Loss of the salvation prepared by Christ for all 
mankind is due solely to man’s unbelief, which refuses to accept 
eternal life offered to all as a free gift by the Gospel. 3) It is 
presumptuous, foolish, and wicked to sit in judgment upon God, 
because we cannot understand His ways and judgments. 

In the passage selected as the Eisenach Epistle lesson for the 
Second Sunday after Trinity, Paul voices his deep sorrow for his 
brethren according to the flesh, who did not attain the righteous- 
ness of God although they strove for it. He shows that their 
failure to attain salvation was due to their stubborn refusal to 
recognize the abysmal difference between the righteousness of the 
Law and the righteousness of faith. He clearly defines this dif- 
ference in order to warn his readers against making the same fatal 
mistake that the Jews made and thus, like them, failing to gain 
eternal life. 


Brethren, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for Israel is that 
they might be saved, v. 1. 

“Brethren.” The Christians at Rome, both former Jews and 
former Gentiles, are his brethren, to whom he is attached, though 
he has not seen them, whom he loves, to whom he can pour out 
his inmost heart, his joys and sorrows, his prayers and perplexities, 
knowing that they will understand him, since like emotions fill 
their soul, like questions have arisen in their minds. 

“My heart’s desire.” The apostle uses the same word that in 
Luke 2:14 denotes God’s good will, is translated “good pleasure” 
Eph. 1:5, “it seemed good” Matt. 11:26. What seemed good to him 
was not a passing whim, a fleeting thought, quickly forgotten. 
It was the good will of his heart. His whole heart and soul, the 
very seat of his life, his emotions, his intellect, his will, is bent upon 
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the realization of his good pleasure. Hence it is a matter of course 
that he speaks to his brethren of this problem agitating his soul 
in order to incite them to like interest and action. He assures them 
that this matter was the subject of his “prayer to God.” Aénoic, 
a petition, a plea, a request, flowing from the recognition of one’s 
need or want. So fervent is his good will, so eagerly does he hope 
that God will hear his prayer, that he regards its present non- 
fulfillment as a personal want and, like a beggar conscious of his 
need, pleads with God for relief and help. What, then, is the object 
of his good will and prayer? He prays “for Israel”: Israel, the 


‘nation chosen of God to be His peculiar treasure, a kingdom of 


priests, Ex. 19:5,6; Israel, Paul’s own people, his brethren accord- 
ing to the flesh, whom he loves with ardent affection, for whom he 
would gladly lose his own life, 9:3. But why is prayer needed for 
this highly favored people? Cp. 3:1,2; 9:4,5. It is needed in order 
“that they might be saved,” for salvation, eis owtngiav. His brethren 
were in danger of losing eternal salvation, that gift than which 
there is no greater, no more precious to be found on earth or in 
heaven. In fact, the nation had already been cast off; already “the 
wrath was come upon them to the uttermost,” 1 Thess. 2:16. The 
dreadful threat of Jesus Matt. 23:38 was being fulfilled. On the 
other hand, Paul knew that blindness only “in part” had happened 
to Israel, Rom. 11:25. He himself was a Jew and had been a 
persecutor and had been saved by the grace of God, 1 Tim. 1:12-16; 
Rom. 11:1. The elect children of God had not been cast away, Rom. 
11:2-5. Therefore, as Moses on Sinai, Ex. 32:7 to 34:10, and later 
in the wilderness of Paran, Num. 14:11-25, pleaded for his people, 
so Paul’s prayer constantly arising to the Throne of Grace was like 
a shielding cloud over (ixég) Israel for the purpose that God regard 
not their disobedience and unbelief but grant them grace and 
repentance unto life, that same grace and repentance which had 
been granted to him, the chief of sinners. 

Yet Paul does not permit his fervent love toward his people 
to blind his eyes to the actual facts. He sees too clearly the true 
reason for Israel’s rejection, too clearly their awful guilt of unbelief. 


For I bear them record that they have a zeal of God, but not 
according to knowledge, v. 2. 

Paul bears record, testifies. As if to forestall any charge of 
bias and prejudice which might be raised against him and to 
silence any objection before it could be voiced, he concedes not 
only but solemnly deposes that they indeed have “a zeal of God.” 
He knows that among the Jews there were many who, “instantly 
serving God day and night, hoped to come” unto “the promise 
made of God,” Acts 26:6,7; many who like himself could con- 
fidently boast that they were, as touching the Law, Pharisees, living 
“after the most straitest sect of our religion,” Acts 26:5. Cp. Phil. 
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3:4-6. Yet though they thought to do God service, their zeal was 
to God an abomination as great as that of Israel of old, Is. 1:11-15, 
Why? Their zeal, says Paul, was “not according to knowledge.” 
Cremer defines éxiyvmo.cg as invariably denoting in the New Testa- 
ment “a knowledge which influences the development of religious 
life in the most powerful manner. It is a knowledge calling for 
personal interest and exercising its influence upon the person pos- 
sessing it.” And Von Hofmann says: ’Exiyvwo.s denotes a knowl- 
edge which presupposes that the will of the person having this 
knowledge is directed upon the object of his knowledge. The 
New Testament usage of the word implies that the lack of éxiyvwois 
is not only an intellectual but a moral fault.” (Roemerbrief.) 
While Israel had the revelation of God in His Word and knew 
many things about the true God of which the Gentiles were 
ignorant, yet their knowledge was not a true éxtyvwois; they lacked 
the fundamental, life-giving, life-changing knowledge that comes 
only with a knowledge of Jesus Christ, whom God had promised 
and sent, John 17:3. And therefore their zeal, though ever so 
fervent, though ever so sincere, was not acceptable to God. 


For they, being ignorant of God’s righteousness and going 
about to establish their own righteousness, have not submitted 
themselves unto the righteousness of God, v. 3. 

The apostle explains, yée, why their zeal was not according 
to knowledge. They are “ignorant of God’s righteousness.” The 
present participle describes their state, that of lasting ignorance. 
This ignorance concerned a point of vital importance: “the right- 
eousness of God.” This term is used in the same sense as in Paul’s 
grand discourse on this righteousness chap. 3:21 to 5:21. It desig- 
nates not the essential righteousness of God nor the righteousness 
demanded by God in His holy Law. It denotes that righteousness 
prepared for sinful mankind, which had no righteousness of its 
own, Rom.1:18 to 3:20; prepared by God Himself through His 
Son, Jesus Christ, Rom. 3:21-30. Of this righteousness the Jews 
were ignorant, says Paul. Paul knew well enough that there was 
no excuse for their ignorance. There was no other nation on the 
face of the earth “who hath God so nigh unto them,” Deut. 4:7; 
to whom God had revealed Himself so clearly; to whom He had 
given such great and wonderful promises in the manifold Messianic 
prophecies given to Israel. Yet they remained willfully ignorant of 
this righteousness. What Moses had foreseen, Deut. 31:27, 29; 
32:18, 28, 29, had come to pass, Hos. 4:6; Is. 65:2,3; Jer. 14:13-16. 
Christ lays the blame of Israel’s ignorance squarely upon their 
own shoulders, Matt. 23:34-39; Luke 19:41-44. 

Remaining willfully ignorant of the righteousness of God, not 
willing to acknowledge Jesus of Nazareth as their Messiah and 
only Savior, taking offense at such sayings of Christ and His 
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apostles as John 6:38-58; 8:31, 32,51; 10:27-30; Acts 2:36; 4:10-12, 
they all the while were “going about” striving (note the durative 
present participle) to do the impossible, “to establish their own 
righteousness,” a righteousness self-acquired, which they could 
bring before God, which they wanted God to acknowledge and 
accept as being sufficient to merit salvation. Hopeless undertaking! 
Yet stubbornly insisting on their intention, they “have not sub- 
mitted themselves unto the righteousness of God.” ‘Yxeté&ynoav, 
the second aorist used in the middle sense, and inchoative, they did 
not begin to subject themselves, to place themselves in order, into 
rank and file, under the righteousness of God. Rejecting God’s 
righteousness, God’s Savior, God’s way of justification, they be- 
came disobedient to God’s will; their “zeal of God” was no longer 
true zeal to do God’s will. True zeal in serving God remains 
within the limits of God’s Word and will and will not permit itself 
to be led astray by one’s own favorite views and opinions. Reject- 
ing God’s righteousness, God’s Son, they rejected the one true God. 
The God whom they served was no longer the true God. Though 
they cried every day, “Hear, O Israel: The Lord, our God, is one 
Lord,” Deut. 6:4, their Jehovah was a god of their own fancy, an 
idol. Their zealous worship of this god was idolatry, sin, wicked- 
ness, leading them straight to eternal damnation. 


For Christ is the end of the Law for righteousness to everyone 
that believeth, v. 4. 

The apostle proves, yée9, the folly of such willful ignorance, 
the wickedness of refusing to submit to God’s righteousness. For 
an end of law (is) Christ unto righteousness for everyone that is 
believing. What a wonderful message! An end, a complete end, an 
end that actually and really writes Finis; an end of law, not only 
of certain specified laws, not only of the ceremonial laws, not only 
of the law of Moses; an end of whatsoever is in any manner or 
form a law, be it a law of man or of God, of Church or State, of 
self or superior, Christ is its end. As far as the goal toward which 
the good will and prayer of Paul was directed, v.1, as far as 
salvation for Jew and Gentile, is concerned, Christ is end, Finis, 
of all that may be called law. That is the clear meaning of the 
two nouns without the article, “end,” “law.” In puncto salvation 
law has ceased to be a factor, has ended its existence, since Christ 
came to live and die for man. God’s way to salvation is lawless, 
by way of lawlessness, not a lawlessness in the sense of wickedness 
and transgression, as though the greater a lawlessness were per- 
petrated, the greater a salvation were merited. Christ is the end 
of law unto righteousness. Christ procured the very thing that 
Israel sought to attain by its “zeal of God,” however, could not but 
fail to obtain in spite of all its attempts: a righteousness which 
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no man can successfully challenge, which reason seeks in vain to 
disprove, which even Satan with all his cunning malice cannot 
argue away; for it is a righteousness which God Himself approves 
and acknowledges, else He would not have raised from death Him 
who through His suffering and death meant to procure this right- 
eousness for mankind and had exclaimed, “It is finished!” — a right- 
eousness far transcending human conception, that righteousness of 
which Paul had written Rom. 8:31-39. 

And all this without money and without price! By paying 
the entire costs, the enormous price of salvation, for all mankind 
Himself, Christ has made an end of law, of establishing costs, of 
demanding a price. By His redemption He has bought us with 
a price, 1 Cor. 6:20; Gal.3:13; 1 Pet.1:18. Now this righteousness 
is ready for everyone that believeth, that puts his trust in Christ, 
trustingly accepts, takes, appropriates unto himself, what is offered 
to him without a law, without a demand, without a condition, 
free, Is. 55:1-3. 

A marvelous message indeed. If only Israel would open its 
eyes and see, and open its ears and hear! But as in reading the 
Old Testament a veil is upon their mind and heart, 2 Cor. 3:14, 15, 
so the self-imposed veil of unbelief, of reliance on their own works, 
of refusing to accept salvation as a free gift for Christ’s sake, makes 
it impossible for them to see that salvation is not by works but by 
faith in Christ, who is an end of law unto righteousness. 


For Moses describeth the righteousness which is of the Law, 
That the man which doeth those things shall live by them, wv. 5-7. 

“In v.5 ff. Paul describes more fully the two ways of attaining 
dixatootvn, that of law and that of faith. His aim is to show that 
they are mutually exclusive, but that the latter is open and acces- 
sible to all.” (Expositor’s Greek New Testament.) In order to 
describe “the righteousness which is of the Law,” é tod vopov, 
takes its origin, springs forth from, or out of, the Law, the apostle 
introduces a trustworthy witness, Moses, the mediator of the Old 
Covenant, through whom God gave His Law to Israel and who 
therefore is well qualified to describe the nature of the righteous- 
ness originating in the Law. Moses wrote on this righteousness. 
Anyone may verify Paul’s quotation. It is found Lev. 18:5. Moses 
does not give his own opinion, but spoke here only what the Lord 
had commanded to speak to the children of Israel, Lev. 18:1, 2. 
We have here God’s own definition of the righteousness of the Law 
and the way to salvation which the Law points out. The only way 
the Law knows is the way of keeping the statutes and judgments 
of the Law, to walk in them, in all of them. Cp. Deut. 4—6; also 
Christ’s word Luke 10:25-28. The righteousness demanded by the 
Law and flowing from the Law as the only way to life is a right- 
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eousness of works, of doing the things commanded by the Law, 
of fulfilling to perfection all its statutes and judgments and 
ordinances. ‘ Unless this condition is met with, the Law knows 
of no way to salvation, but leaves the sinner hopeless. 

In direct contrast with the righteousness of the Law is posited 
the righteousness of faith. Since Paul had called on the lawgiver, 
Moses, to give an authentic definition of the righteousness of the 
Law, he now introduces the righteousness of faith in order to give 
her an opportunity to define the way of life as proclaimed by her. 
The righteousness of faith clothes her definition in words which 
at once remind the reader of another passage found in Moses, 
Deut. 30:12-14; but she changes the original words both as to form 
and application to suit her purpose. Moses had used the words 
originally spoken by him as an argument for keeping the Law, just 
as he had used a similar argument, Deut. 4:7, 8, 29-40. There he 
had stated that God had come very close to Israel. Here he speaks 
to a generation many members of which had not seen the revelation 
of God at Sinai. Yet they need not go to heaven or to some distant 
land to learn the Law of God. God and His Law are near, very 
near, to them, in their mouth and hearts. These words Paul uses 
as far as they serve his purpose and puts them into the mouth of 
the righteousness of faith in order to show that it was at no dis- 
advantage over against the righteousness of the Law. The latter 
had said, This commandment is not in heaven that thou shouldest 
say, Who shall go up for us to heaven and bring it unto us that 
we may hear it and do it? Paul omits all statements not suited 
to his purpose and simply makes the righteousness of faith “speak 
on this wise, Say not in thine heart, Who shall ascend into 
heaven?” and adds the parenthetical, explanatory remark, “that 
is, in order to bring Christ down.” No one should argue, Yes, 
Christ is in heaven, but we are on earth. How can He help us? 
Who shall ascend into heaven in order to bring Christ down, so 
that we may enjoy Him and His gifts, righteousness and salvation? 
Neither should anyone say, “Who shall descend into the deep, 
that is, in order to bring up Christ again from the dead?” Note 
that here the words of Deut. 30:13 are changed completely. The 
righteousness of faith means to say, Both questions are foolish, be- 
cause either effort would be attempting the impossible. Neither 
is it necessary to ascend to heaven nor to go down into the earth 
in order to find and possess Christ and His perfect righteousness. 
Why? The apostle answers: 


But what saith it? The Word is nigh thee, even in thy mouth 
and in thy heart; that is, the word of faith, which we preach, v. 8. 
The apostle once more gives the floor to the righteousness of 
faith, which in the exact words of Deut. 30:14 explains where to find 
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Christ, omitting only the last clause, “and do it,” as altogether 
unsuitable to her purpose. Paul adds, “That is” of course not the 
word of the Law, to which these words were originally applied by 
Moses, but “the word of faith, which we preach.” The Law has 
no advantage over, no priority rights as compared with, the Gospel. 
Just as the Law is close, near, in your heart and mouth, so is the 
Gospel close to you, near to you, in your very mouth, in your 
very heart. It is the word of faith, a word which does not demand 
any work or merit or virtue on our part, a word which offers to us 
a perfect righteousness, an eternal salvation, and bids us take 
it and make it our own by believing its message. The expression 
“word of faith” includes more than the offer. This Word, which 
calls for faith, also calls forth that very faith; for it is, as Paul 
already has called it, “the power of God unto salvation,” Rom. 1:16. 
Cp. Rom. 10:17. What the Law cannot do the Gospel accomplishes. 
What the Law demands the Gospel grants as a free gift of grace, 
a righteousness which makes us heirs of salvation. 

That if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus and 
shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised Him from the 
dead, thou shalt be saved. For with the heart man believeth unto 
righteousness, and with the mouth confession is made unto sal- 
vation, vv. 9, 10. 

The apostle explains the manner in which the word of faith 
is near man and at the same time describes the content of this 
word, which gives to it its saving power. Since in Deut. 30 the 
mouth is named before the heart, Paul follows this order in v.9. 
The word of faith is found in the mouth in the form of confession, 
a confession expressed in words, a confession of the Lord Jesus, 
a confession of the faith that dwells within the heart and which 
believes, relies for righteousness and salvation on the fact pro- 
claimed by the word “that God hath raised Him,” the Lord Jesus, 
the Savior of mankind, Matt.1:21, “from the dead.” This faith 
cannot remain hidden and quiet. “Out of the abundance of the 
heart the mouth speaketh,” Matt. 12:34. Faith residing in the heart 
of man and filling it with holy joy urges the mouth to publish the 
glad news, to confess the good tidings, so that others, by the word 
of faith as living in, and issuing from, his heart and mouth, may be 
brought to like faith, like righteousness of faith, like salvation 
in Jesus. 

The apostle had named confession first and faith in the second 
place. In order to show that this was merely a matter of form, in 
order to guard against any possible misconstruction, as though, 
after all, man must do something before faith makes him righteous, 
or as if it were the confession that gives to faith its justifying and 
saving power, the apostle reverses the order and names faith first 
and uses the passive form for both verbs: With the heart it is 
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being believed unto righteousness, and with the mouth it is being 
confessed unto salvation, v.10. The passive indicates that it is 
not the human act of believing and confessing that justifies and 
saves us, but the object of faith and confession, the Word, the 
Gospel, Christ Jesus, who was delivered for our sins and was 
raised again for our justification, Rom. 4:25. 

The apostle had attributed to faith a marvelous power. He 
proves his statement from Scripture. For the Scripture saith, 
Whosoever believeth on Him shall not be ashamed. For there is no 
difference between the Jew and the Greek; for the same Lord 
over all is rich unto all that call upon Him. For whosoever shall 
call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved, vv. 11-13. 

Paul quotes for the second time (cp. Rom. 9:33) a word spoken 
by the Lord through the prophet Isaiah, chap. 28:6. But he adds 
a small word, xécs, everyone, which Isaiah did not use, and which 
the best manuscripts omit in 9:33. He has a right to do that; for 
the article in the Hebrew original and translated in the Septuagint 
denotes the whole class, every individual, that is, the believing one. 
While the righteousness of the Law limited salvation to those who 
perfectly fulfilled it and therefore put to shame, disappointed, all 
who trusted in it for salvation, since perfection is impossible to 
man, the word of faith extends righteousness and salvation to all 
mankind, asks all to accept this gift, and has not yet put one 
believer to shame. This xGs, everyone, is to be taken in the full 
sense of the term, all mankind, every human being, be he Jew or 
Gentile; “for the same Lord over all,” or, as it may also be trans- 
lated, “for it is the same Lord over all that,” “is rich unto all that 
call upon Him.” The power of the Lord, which is the power of 
His Word, is not limited to one nation. No; He is rich, immensely 
rich, and constantly rich, His riches never waning or diminishing 
(participle present, durative), rich in grace and rich in power, 
cp. Eph. 1:19, 20; 3:19-21, so that neither Jew nor Gentile is ex- 
cluded from His salvation, prepared for all and obtained by all 
who call upon Him. Again Paul proves his statement by Scrip- 
ture, quoting Joel 2:32, part of a Messianic prophecy. The Lord 
Jehovah named there is none other than the Lord Jesus; cp. John 
12:41; Is.6:1-9. And in this quotation we find the xés, whoso- 
ever, $3, giving another proof that Paul was right in adding it to 
his quotation of Is. 28:16. There can be no doubt that, while salva- 
tion by the righteousness of the Law is unattainable both to Greek 
and to Jew, the salvation by the righteousness of faith lies ready 
for all, both Jew and Greek. 

The wording of Joel’s prophecy offers to Paul another wel- 
come opportunity to prove that the righteousness which is of faith 
actually and fully and freely accomplishes what is impossible to 

29 
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the righteousness which is of the Law. “Whosoever shall call upon 
the name of the Lord shall be saved.” Ah, Paul, someone might 
say, you have defeated yourself. This Scripture contradicts your 
thesis. After all, man must do something. After all, faith is not 
sufficient to lead us to the final goal. After all, man must call on 
the Lord before he can be declared righteous and obtain eternal 
salvation. As if to show the fallacy of this argument and to refute 
this misinterpretation of Joel’s words, Paul answers v. 14a: How, 
then, shall they call on Him in whom they have not believed? 
The better readings throughout vv. 14, 15 offer the aorist subjunctive 
instead of the future indicative: How are they to call, etc.? The 
sense remains the same with either reading. Both exclude the 
possibility of calling on Jesus Christ without having come to faith 
in Him. Calling on Jesus, praying to Him, worshiping Him, pre- 
supposes faith, is an evidence, not a prerequisite, of faith, Acts 9:11. 
V.14b: And how shall they believe in Him of whom they have 
not heard? How are they to come to faith? The aorist is in- 
choative. Od ovx fxovoav, cannot mean, “of whom,” nor “where” 
they have not heard. It must be translated, whom they have not 
heard. Faith in Christ is not possible if one has not heard Christ. 
In other areas one may acquire knowledge by one’s own efforts, by 
research work, by observation, etc. It is a matter of impossibility 
to acquire the knowledge of the way to life through faith unless 
Christ reveals it to us, John 1:17,18. V.14c: But how shall they 
hear without a preacher? If there can be no faith without hearing 
Christ, how shall, how can, they be saved? Where and how shall 
they find Christ to hear Him? One cannot ascend to heaven. 
Does Christ, then, come to earth? Where? Paul sets all doubt at 
rest by stating, How shall they hear without a preacher, xis 
xnevooovtoc, a herald, one who proclaims the message of a higher 
authority. It is not necessary to look for Christ Himself. He speaks 
to man through His heralds. But how shall they [these messengers] 
preach except they be sent? V.15a. How shall they function as 
heralds, as ambassadors, unless they have been authorized to do 
so by someone in authority? A herald coming on his own initia- 
tive, in his own authority, would be a contradictio in adjecto. 
If God had not sent messengers to proclaim such news as John 3:16, 
then even this tiding of great joy would not open heaven to any one 
sinner, just as the pardon written by any person but one having 
authority to pardon this particular prisoner would be a joyful 
piece of news, to be true, but since it was not an authoritative 
pardon, since it was a falsehood, a lie, it could not free the im- 
prisoned man. Thank God, Scripture assures us that there are 
authoritative heralds proclaiming to mankind God’s salvation. 

As it is written, How beautiful are the feet of them that preach 
the Gospel of peace and bring glad tidings of good things! V.15b. 
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These words are a quotation from Is. 52:7 in an abbreviated form. 
The prophet envisions the preachers of peace and salvation coming 
to Zion with the glad news, “Thy God reigneth,” v.7; “the Lord 
hath comforted His people, He hath redeemed Jerusalem,” v. 9; 
“all the ends of the earth shall see the salvation of our God,” v. 10, 
prepared by His suffering Servant, 52:13 to 53:12. “With the 
redemption of His people out of the power of the Gentiles the 
Lord has resumed His rule of grace over Israel and the government 
of the world and thereby has guaranteed to the people of God the 
full salvation lying in the future.” (Aug. Pieper, Jesaias II, p. 387.) 

Paul has proved his point. While the way of the righteousness 
which is of the Law leads through hopeless efforts to everlasting 
despair, the way of righteousness which is of faith leads straight 
and sure to the goal of life. And it can do that because it is God’s 
own plan, carried out in every detail by God Himself. It is God in 
Christ who has established peace and procured salvation, Rom. 
3:24, 25; 2 Cor.15:18,19,21. It is God in Christ who sends His 
heralds to proclaim this good news, 2 Cor. 5:19b, 20. It is God in 
Christ whom we hear when we hear His messengers, Luke 10:16. 
It is this message of God’s heralds that brings man to faith, moves 
man to accept the free gift of God, perfect righteousness in Jesus, 
and eternal salvation, Rom.10:17; 1 Pet.1:23. It is this faith 
which makes possible worship of God in Christ, the calling on His 


holy name, Eph. 2:10. It is God’s work throughout and therefore 
a way which accomplishes what all other ways will and must 
fail to do. 





In keeping with the scope of the text one may choose the 
theme, Why Must We Seek Salvation through Faith, without 
Works? Because the righteousness of works cannot save us; be- 
cause the righteousness of faith leads us safely to eternal life. — 
Thanks Be unto God for His Unspeakable Gift! In Christ we have 
the end of the Law. In Christ we have righteousness and sal- 
vation. — Christ the End of the Law. Without Him there is no 
salvation. In Him we have righteousness and life.— Why are Not 
All Men Saved? The fault lies not with God, vv. 4-15; but with 
man alone, vv. 2, 3. — Taking into consideration the standard Gospel 
lesson for this Sunday, one may issue the invitation, Come Ye to 
the Waters! Why spend money for that which is not bread? Hear, 
and your souls shall live. — While Paul’s purpose was not to rouse 
his readers to missionary zeal, yet the text is replete with thoughts 
for sermons on missions. The True Mission Spirit. Fervent, 
prayerful love for our fellow men, v.1; recognition of their need, 
vv. 2,3; willingness to bring them the Gospel, vv. 4-15. — Preach 
the Gospel to All Nations. They need it, vv.1-3. The Gospel alone 
will save them, vv. 4-15. Tu. LAETScH 
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Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Epistle Selections 


First Sunday after Trinity 
Acts 8:42-47 

The Church of God is invisible, a spiritual house, 1 Pet. 2:5. 
Faith alone makes one a member of the Church, and faith is a mat- 
ter of the heart, Rom. 10:9, 10, into which no man can look. Yet as 
the invisible soul life manifests its presence by its activities, so the 
faith life of the Church, though hidden with Christ in God, Col. 
3:3, will and must manifest itself in holiness and good works, 
This truth is vividly and instructively exemplified in the first 
Christian Church at Jerusalem. 


The Church of Christ Manifests Its Hidden Life 
1. By loving loyalty to God 2. By loyal love of the brethren 


1 

In loving loyalty to God the Church at Jerusalem clung firmly 
to Him who had brought them to saving faith. 

A. By loyalty to the means of grace. 

a. God’s Word had shown them their Savior, and they had 
experienced its saving power. Acts 2:14-41. Therefore they loyally 
persevered in their devotion to the doctrine of the apostles. They 
received it as God’s Word, 1 Thess. 2:13, any change of which, any 
deviation from which, had been strictly forbidden by God, Deut. 4:2; 
12:32; Prov. 30:6. That doctrine was to them sweeter than honey 
and the honeycomb, Ps. 19:10. Therefore they continued to come to 
the Temple, v. 46, taking part in the daily worship, viewing the 
sacrifice in the light of the Gospel fulfillment. This worship, which 
so many of their fellow Jews attended, gave them an opportunity to 
show their loyalty and love to God’s Gospel by telling it to others 
and bringing them to like saving faith. 

How about our loyalty to God’s Word? Is it to us also the 
infallible norm of faith and life, not one iota of which we will 
surrender? Do we love it? How about reading, studying, hearing 
God’s Word? Private, family, public devotion? Church attend- 
ance? Telling others? Is there room for improvement? 

b. Lord’s Supper: breaking of bread, vv. 41, 46. Twice their love 
of the Lord’s Supper is mentioned. How often do you attend? 

B. By loyalty in prayer and praise. 

a. They prayed publicly, as a congregation. Is the pastor the 
only one that prays? Do we all as a congregation join with him 
in sincere heartfelt prayer, that rises like a mighty petition to the 
throne of God? 

b. Praises. They had the means of grace and favor with the 
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people, v.47. Do we praise God for the blessings we enjoy in our 
country? Or do we find fault with conditions in Church and State 
without praising God for the liberty we still enjoy and above all 
for His salvation, His Gospel? Let us stop grumbling about gov- 
ernment, preacher, fellow Christians, and make our life one of 
loyalty to God by praising His holy Name. 


2 


The congregation continued steadfastly in fellowship, v. 42, 
coming together like one big family of brothers and sisters and 
having all things common, v.44. Their homes were open at all 
times to all fellow Christians in unstinted hospitality. Whenever 
it became necessary, they sold their “possessions,” fields, houses, 
real estate, and “goods,” other valuable property, and divided the 
proceeds as every man had need, v. 45. Their charity was not reck- 
less but judicious, as Ramsay puts it (St. Paul, p. 373), a distribution 
of goods wisely managed. They were happy to meet their fellow 
Christians at the love feasts held in connection with the Holy 
Supper, and they gladly invited the poor to their table. Fellowship 
indeed! Cp. Acts 4:32-37. 

Times have changed. Yet Christians must not permit changed 
conditions to interfere with and chill that loving consideration and 
willing regard for the needs and exigencies of their fellow Chris- 
tians. All the members of a Christian congregation ought to be 
firmly knit together by the bonds of loyal love. There ought to be 
no clannishness, no caste system, no cliques, no quarrels, no petty 
bickerings, but a true fraternal spirit ruling all. There ought to be 
that willingness to help and accept help when in need which exists 
between loving brothers and sisters; not the haughty condescension 
of one doing a “favor” to the needy one, which sends a cold chill 
into the heart of the unfortunate recipient of such “charity,” nor the 
false pride which refuses to accept charity lovingly offered although 
one is in dire need of it; not the miserly selection of the smallest 
coin or worn-out clothing nor the impudent demand of aid as one’s 
due. No, that spirit of true fellowship, true brotherhood, should 
rule which weeps with the weeping and rejoices with the joyful, 
which sympathizes with the needy brethren and sisters, and un- 
obtrusively, yet willingly and liberally, will help to relieve them. 

Such loyal love will redound to the welfare of the congregation. 
Actions speak louder than words. While lack of love among the 
brethren will repel the unbeliever, true Christian loyalty to God 
and love to the fellow Christians will be a powerful manifestation 
of the hidden divine life dwelling within the Church and will be 
an important factor in bringing about the result described in v. 47. 


Teo. LAETSCH 
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Second Sunday after Trinity 
1 John 1:5 to 2:2 
Adam and Eve in blissful fellowship with God. Their sin 
destroyed it. Now they were separated from God, the Source of 
life and happiness, and that meant death and all that pertains to 
death. But God in His infinite mercy through Christ reconciled 
Himself to man and inspired the prophets, apostles, and evangelists 
to write the Holy Scriptures, which “are able to make us wise 
unto salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus,” thus bringing 
us back into blessed fellowship with God.— But we are also to 
remain in this fellowship. Our text gives an answer to the 
questions: 
When do We Remain in Blessed Fellowship with God? 
1. When we walk in the light 
2. When we continue to find comfort in Christ alone 


1 


1:5. What the apostles wrote was not the result of their think- 
ing but a message entrusted to them by Christ. They must proclaim 
this message for the purpose stated in v.3. In this blessed fellow- 
ship with God we must remain. To retain it, we must “walk in the 
light,” v.7, because God is light, v.5, etc. Sin is called darkness 


because it destroys man and leads him into the utter darkness of 
hell. Light is holiness. God’s holiness, perfect purity, is called 
light because it brings joy and comfort. Here note the use of the 
word light peculiar to John, John 1:4-9. The holiness of God is, 
in the most wonderful way, revealed in the sacrifice of His Son 
for our redemption, Is.6:1-7. Fellowship with God therefore can 
be retained only by walking in this light. 

V.6. The mere saying is not enough, Matt.7:21. If you walk 
in darkness, separated from God in your thinking and planning, live 
a life of sin, but assert that you are in fellowship with God, you lie. 
Your actions, your way of life, contradict your claim and prove 
you a liar.—God is absolutely holy; He abhors sin. In order 
that He might save you from sin and its dominion, He sent His 
only-begotten Son into the world to accomplish this. How, then, 
can you claim fellowship with the holy God if you love what He 
abhors and from what He has saved you? 

V.7. To walk in the light means to view things as God views 
them, that you love what He loves and hate what He hates. His 
Word, therefore, must be your chief delight, above all the Gospel, 
which tells you how you were cleansed from sin and all unholiness 
by the sacrifice of His Son, but also how through His Holy Spirit 
He grants you strength and willingness to serve and obey Him in 
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holiness and righteousness all the days of your life, 2 Cor. 5:15; 
Luke 1:74, 75. 

In thus walking in the light, we have fellowship with God 
together with the apostles and all such as believe that the blood of 
Jesus, etc. 

Oh, blessed fellowship with God! Should we not walk in the 
light that we may remain in such blessed fellowship? 


2 


V.8. There are such, not only among those who openly reject 
God and His Word, but also among those who claim fellowship 
with God, to whom these words apply. But they deceive themselves 
and thus mislead themselves into destructive errors regarding their 
own condition and regarding the grace of God in Christ Jesus. 
They have lost the precious truth that their salvation is solely 
in Christ. 

V.9. This is God’s gracious will. We should approach Him not 
as proud, self-righteous, even demanding Pharisees, but as poor, 
miserable sinners that we are, and humbly and penitently ask 
forgiveness for Jesus’ sake. God is faithful; He keeps every 
promise. And He is just; for after He has punished Christ, who, as 
our Substitute, bore our sins, He will grant us forgiveness, thus 
cleansing us from all unrighteousness. 

V.10. What horrible impudence! Denial of your sinfulness is 
tantamount to making God a liar, to a declaration that the sacrifice 
of His Son was not necessary. Clearly, God’s Word, which pro- 
claims His infinite love toward sinners, is not in such impudent 
fools. They do not seek comfort in Christ, the Savior of sinners. 


2:1. This is what God would have us do. Like the Apostle 
Paul, Rom.7, we confess that we daily sin much and deserve 
nothing but punishment. But if we are disturbed about this, as 
we surely should be, we should remember that we have Christ, 
who, as our Advocate, pleads for us and thus obtains forgiveness 
for us. God wants us to seek comfort in Christ alone, and not 
only once, at the beginning of our fellowship with God, but con- 
tinually, every moment, to the end of our days. 

V.2. Christ alone is the Propitiation for our sins. But can 
you apply this comforting truth to yourself? Dare you do it? Most 
assuredly; for He is the propitiation for the sins of the whole 
world. If for the sins of all, then also for the sins of every in- 
dividual, for your sins. Our comforting assurance is based upon 
the universality of God’s grace in Christ Jesus. That is sufficient 
encouragement for us to seek comfort in Christ continually, and 
in Him alone. If we do this, we have and retain blessed fellowship 
with God. H. J. Bouman 
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Third Sunday after Trinity 
Acts 5:34-42 
The Church of the one and only true God has always enjoyed 
full security under His protection. It was so in the Old Testament, 


Ps. 46; 87:1,2. And the same security is spoken of by the Lord 
Jesus in Matt. 16:18. Our text presents a wonderful example of 


The Foolishness of Trying to Hinder the Work of God in His Church 


This is attested to 
1. By the admission of competent observers 
2. By the manifest victories of the Gospel 


1 
a) The occasion and the setting of the story, when Peter and 
the other apostles had been arraigned before the Great Council 
and Peter had given his declaration of a great and fundamental 
principle, which the Church has ever observed. v. 29. This decla- 
ration had infuriated the members of the Sanhedrin to the point 
when they were ready to have the apostles executed, v. 33. 


b) The interference of Gamaliel. His position and authority 
unquestioned as one of the greatest teachers of the rabbinical school 
at Jerusalem, specifically mentioned by Paul in his defense, Acts 
22:3. Gamaliel represented the more liberal school among the 


Jewish teachers, over against the conservative school of Hillel. 
Gamaliel’s prestige was of a kind to give weight to his words; he 
was a man of intelligence and learning, a shrewd and competent 
observer, vv. 34, 35. 


c) Gamaliel’s appeal to the verdict of history and the con- 
clusions which should be drawn. Theudas evidently an ordinary 
assassin, while the revolt of Judas of Galilee was occasioned by 
one of the periodic censuses which were so obnoxious to the 
Jews, since they reminded them so strongly of their subjugation 
under the Roman power, vv.36,37. Hence the earnest recom- 
mendation of Gamaliel to leave matters in the hands of God: 

If man’s it be, ’tis bound to fail; 
If God’s it is, it will prevail. 
Verse 38 f. 

d) The foolishness of trying to hinder the work of God has 
been acknowledged also by other men throughout the centuries. 
Even those who were unwilling to accept the truth of the Chris- 
tian faith were impressed by the earnestness of its confessors. 
And others, who tried with might and main to extirpate Chris- 
tianity, failed miserably. (Thomas Paine; Robert Ingersoll.) 
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2 


a) The Jews could not quite restrain themselves from venting 
their spite against the apostles, although they accepted the recom- 
mendation of Gamaliel. But their scourging of the apostles merely 
emphasized their own powerlessness. And their command to the 
apostles to refrain from preaching in the name of Jesus was in 
reality a contradiction of their own resolution, v.40. We have 
similar examples in mission history, in the account of the manner 
with which certain rulers yielded to the inevitable, also in agree- 
ments like the concordats which have occasionally been in force 
between the Roman Church and Protestantism. 


b) But the manifest victory of the Gospel put to shame the 
foolishness of men in trying to hinder the work of God. The 
reaction of the apostles took two forms; first, they counted it a 
special privilege and honor to suffer shame for His name; secondly, 
they returned to their work of spreading the Gospel with all the 
greater vigor, both in the public preaching services in the Temple 
and in the private meetings in the homes of the brethren, vv. 41, 42. 


c) This story is intended to give to the Church also of the 
present day new strength and courage for its work. It may be 
that the believers of these latter days, as the Lord also indicates 
in His eschatological sayings, will face great dangers and tempta- 
tions. For this reason we are to cling with full confidence to the 
promises of the Savior, especially Matt.16:18. P.E. Kretzmann 





Fourth Sunday after Trinity 
Acts 9:1-20 


In our day God’s Word is quite universally despised even in 
the midst of nominal Christendom, other means to build and pre- 
serve the Church being sought for. Yet we have no reason to cast 
aside the Word of God. It still builds and prospers the Church. 


The Power of God’s Word 
1. It engenders saving faith 2. It works prayerful obedience 


3. It creates willing confession 


1 
A man like Saul, vv. 1,2, brought to saving faith in the self- 
same Jesus whom he had persecuted! How was that possible? 
Jesus’ Word did it. The words of Jesus, vv. 4,5b, brought him to 
the conviction that he, the self-righteous Pharisee, Phil. 3:5, 6, was 
in fact a blasphemer, etc., 1 Tim. 1:13. He knew that it would be 
impossible to silence the voice of his conscience if he would close 
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his ears and heart against the Word of Jesus and still trust in his 
own works. He knew that Jesus of Nazareth, now appearing to 
him and speaking to him, was not a deceiver, but the living Son 
of God, Jesus, a Savior, his Savior. The voice and word of Jesus 
had brought him, the determined enemy of Jesus, to saving faith 
in this very Jesus. 

Jesus still speaks to mankind in His Word, in Scripture, John 
5:39; 1 Pet.1:11; through His messengers, Luke 10:16; 17:20, 
In this Word He lays bare to the hearers their inmost heart, Jer. 
17:9,10; Heb. 4:12,13; John 16:8, 9, and works conviction of their 
sinful depravity. In this Word He invites all men, I am Jesus, 
Is. 55:1-3; here He tells them of His birth, His life, His suffering, 
His death, His resurrection, and explains to them the meaning, 
purpose, and fruit of His life-work. This Word works faith, John 
6:64; 1 Pet. 1:23, convinces man that in Jesus he has everlasting 
life and that nothing can sever him from the love of God, John 
10:27-30; 2 Tim.1:12. The Word of Jesus works saving faith. 


Let us cling to it. . 


a) Prayer. Saul prays, v.11; prays to Jesus, pours out his 
heart to Him whom he had regarded as an impostor, until he had 
experienced the power of Jesus’ Word.— Ananias prays; speaks 
to Jesus, tells Him his misgivings and fears, vv.13,14. Why? 
Because through Jesus’ Word He had been made a disciple, v. 10, 
a pupil of Jesus, who had unfailing trust in the grace and wisdom 
of his Savior. 

By His Word Jesus convinces the believer that He is man’s 
best and wisest and omnipotent Friend, to whom he can come at 
any time, with whom he may consult, whose advice he may ask, 
whom he may confidingly tell his troubles, his anxieties, his hopes, 
his wishes, his needs. 

b) Obedience. Saul exclaims: v.6a. He obeys Jesus’ Word, 
6b, patiently submits to Jesus’ will, and awaits His hour, although 
for three days he remains blind. Ananias obeys in spite of his 
misgivings, vv. 15-17.—So Jesus’ Word works obedience in the 
heart of all believers, making them willing to do His will, to serve 
their Lord and their fellowmen, patiently, prayerfully, to submit 
to His guidance, to make His Word the norm of their life. 


3 


Ananias, by the word of Jesus, became willing to speak to 
Saul, to tell him that in answer to his prayer Jesus had sent him, 
v.17, freely confessing Jesus’ name before the former enemy. 

Saul confessed his faith by joining the despised flock of dis- 
ciples, v.19, and preaching the Gospel, v.20. His life’s purpose 
henceforth was to bear the name of Jesus to Jews and Gentiles in 
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spite of all hardships which this involved, v.15. Why? The Word 
of Jesus constrained him. 

To this day the Word exercises like power, Acts 4:20; Matt. 
12:34. In the Word we have seen with the eyes of faith our Savior 
Jesus; in the Word we have heard His message of peace and 
salvation. In the Word we have tasted of the heavenly gift, Heb. 
6:4,5. This Word opens our mouths and lips, so that they freely 
confess that Jesus is the Lord. 

Let us thank God for this power unto salvation, and let us 
remain steadfastly loyal to His Word. Tu. LaEtscH 
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Antichrist — and the Son of Perdition 
(A study of 1 John 2:18, 22 f.; 4:4; 2 John 7, compared with 2 Thess. 2:3-12) 


As we make this study, it is understood that the relation between 
2Thess. 2:3-12 and 1John2:18ff. is a matter of exegesis; but that 
it is important for our understanding of the teaching concerning Anti- 
christ is obvious. The words “for our learning,” Rom.15:4, and “for 
doctrine,” 2Tim.3:16, apply also to the entire New Testament. 

We offer an exegesis of the John passages only, and not of the 
paragraph in 2 Thessalonians, since the latter has been previously 
dealt with in this publication (IV, p. 424ff.). Besides, the current series 
of articles on the Eschatological Content of the Epistles to the Thessa- 
lonians must not be overlooked. 

In 1 John 2:18, 22 f. John addresses his readers in his customary way 
as xadia, little children, and then continues: The last hour it is, and 
just as you heard that Antichrist is coming, and now many antichrists 
have appeared; whence we understand that it is the last hour. ... Who 
is the liar except he who denies that Jesus is the Christ; this is 
the Antichrist, he who denies the Father and the Son. Every one who 
denies the Son does not have the Father either. Chap.4:3: And every 
spirit that does not confess Jesus is not of God, and this is that (spirit) 
of the Antichrist, of whom you have heard that he is coming, and now 
already he is in the world. 2John7: For many deceivers went out into 
the world, those who do not confess Jesus Christ as having come in the 
flesh: this is the deceiver and the Antichrist. 

Let us analyze the text more exactly. The apostle tells his readers 
that they heard, namely, as a historical fact, information had reached 
them, it was a part of the instruction they had received in connection 
with their religious training, not mere idle gossip or an evanescent 
bit of news. 

The apostle associates this information with éoydtn dea, without 
the article, which gives the expression the connotation peculiar to the 
New Testament. It usually refers to the entire period beginning with 
the Apostolic Age and ending with the final coming of the Lord. The 
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apostle, with his readers, was living at the beginning of this age, 
or era. Cp. 1 Pet.1:5, 20. 

’Avtixeuotos, without the article, practically a proper noun, a word 
indicating an opponent of Christ or a rival and substitute for Christ, or 
both together, “nicht nur ein Gegner Christi, sondern ein Gegenchristus,” 

"Egxetai, is in the process of coming, although he is at the same time, 
strange to say, already in the world. “Nach neutestamentlichem Sprach- 
gebrauch futurisch: kommen wird oder soll.” (Luthardt, in Strack- 
Zoeckler.) The manner of expressing the thought reminds one of 
John 1:9, 10,31, where the Logos is also spoken of as being in the process 
of coming into the world, namely, for future full revelation, although 
he was already in the world, having been made flesh and dwelling in 
the midst of His people. 

’Avtixeoto. moAAoi, imbued with the same spirit of Antichristianism 
as the one greatest exponent of this hostility against Christ, but never- 
theless xvevpata, wevdorgogpijtat, of smaller caliber, who exhibit anti- 
christian characteristics, but not in the same degree as the one in whom 
all these qualities find their highest development and expression. 

These facts gave John and others the understanding that the last 
period of the world had begun, for so the Lord Jesus Himself had 
prophetically stated, Matt. 24:23, 24. 

Antichrist in the full sense of the word is designated as 6 wevorng, 
the liar in the most absolute and comprehensive sense, the culmination 
of whose false teaching would actually subvert the very foundation of 
the Christian religion, one who would undermine the essential facts 
of even Christology and Soteriology. 

These characteristics of Antichrist are further enlarged by the 
statement, 4:3, that every spirit, everyone professing to be a teacher of 
the Church, who would vitiate and neutralize the full Biblical con- 
fession of Jesus, definitely did not have his origin from God. And, 
with a slight shift of connotation, which identifies the spirit in the false 
teacher with the man himself, this is the spirit of that particular Anti- 
christ to whom John had referred in chapter 2 as the one great opponent 
of Christ, one who would attempt to be a substitute of the one Savior. 
Even now already this spirit was in the world. Yet he was also in 
the process of coming, the text thus indicating that no individual person 
is meant, but an exponent of Antichristianism who would unite in himself 
all the most insidious opposition to the Christian religion throughout 
the last great hour of the world. 

This thought is brought out also in 2 John7, for, whereas, according 
to the apostle, many deceivers went out into the world, namely, by 
forsaking the company of the true confessors, with whom they should 
have remained in unity of faith and confession, yet this one, this cul- 
mination and personification of all hostility against Christ, would prove 
to be the deceiver, the Antichrist, kat’ exochen, the very embodiment 
of the spirit which is in diametrical contrast to the core of the Gospel, 
the doctrine of the person and work of Christ. 

We now ask: Who is this Antichrist? And who are the many 
antichrists whom the apostle places alongside the one great exponent 
of all hostility against Christ? 
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It may be said, of course, that the situation in the days of the 
Apostle John forms the background for the admonition given in these 
passages. And we might think of Gnosticism as a movement which, 
in one form or other, has been with us practically throughout the 
centuries. Yet the false teachers of the later Apostolic Age, even the 
individual dvtixguoto., such as Carpocrates, Basilides, Valentinus, 
Cerinthus, Bardesanes, the Mandaeans, the Manichaeans, and others, 
were merely the forerunners and prototypes of all similar false teachers. 
But this does not exhaust the text, for the position of the one great 
Antichrist, according to this text, is unique. The double character of 
our passages, including both the prophetic element and the description 
of a movement already in evidence, compel us to see here a description 
of the Antichrist kat’ exochen, not as an individual, but as a corporate 
or representative head of a system of falsehood and Antichristianism 
which culminates in a de facto denial of the fundamental facts, both 
of Christology and Soteriology, as the text so definitely states. In other 
words, the one great Antichrist, who was even then in the process of 
coming and whose progressive revelation could be expected throughout 
the éoyatn dea of the world’s history, the one who would, in essence 
and substance, deny the facts of Soteriology and, by implication as Luther 
shows, also of Christology, and therefore also of Theology, is none other 
than the Papacy, with its representative head, the Pope of Rome. 

Here the objection will probably be raised: Surely the Pope and 
the Roman Catholic sect do not deny the incarnation of the Son of God; 
it does not deny the Father and the Son. It is true, the Roman Church 
still subscribes to the Ecumenical Creeds and even emphasizes strongly, 
in parts of its liturgy, its adherence to the deity of Christ. But the word 
of Scriptures finds its application here: “They profess that they know 
God; but in works they deny Him,” Titus1:16. No protestation of 
loyalty to the Scriptural doctrines of the Savior, no matter how vehement, 
can change the fact that the Roman Church, throughout the centuries, 
has virtually deposed Christ by its Mariolatry and saint-worship, cul- 
minating in the doctrine of the assumption of Mary, thus vitiating the 
Biblical doctrine of Christology. And in a similar manner, no amount 
of quibbling can change the fact that this same sect has completely 
neutralized the entire Scriptural teaching on Soteriology by its con- 
demnation of the doctrine of justification by faith alone. (See C.T. M., 
January, 1942.) 

These considerations are further strengthened by a comparison of 
the pertinent passages in the letters of John with 2 Thessalonians 2:3-12. 
We find there a parallelism which has been quite commonly acknowl- 
edged, by both Lutheran and Reformed theologians and commentators. 
Note this similarity: 

The John Passages 2 Thessalonians 
*Eoxetat "Eav ph e0dy 
’Avtixouotos ‘O avtixeipevoc 
Tldv wetdoc & tis GAndelag  Yidc tijc dxwielac, év xndon 
ovx Zotw (wedortns) Suvduer weddous 


’Aovotpevoc, mAdvos Tiv ayarxnv tis dAndetacs odx 
e5éEavto 
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Even those commentators who are not in the Lutheran camp have 
commented on the parallelism, although some of them do not draw 
the conclusion that the only phenomenon meeting all the details of 
both descriptions can be none other than the Papacy. Pieters (in The 
Lamb, the Woman, and the Dragon, p. 199) says: “From the earliest 
times the Antichrist of St.John and the Man of Sin of St.Paul have 
been regarded as one and the same. This is now so well established 
that it is assumed in all modern discussions. I have not found 
any writer who even raises the question.” He makes this statement 
although he does not share the view. 

Braune, in the Lange-Schaff Commentary, has almost an entire 
paragraph on the obvious similarity, although he also is not ready 
to identify Antichrist with the Papacy. Luthardt, in the Strack- 
Zoeckler Commentary, notes the parallelism, as does Daechsel in his 
Bibelwerk, Erich Haupt in his Der erste Brief des Johannes, Clarke’s 
Commentary (which refers it to the Papacy), and the Pulpit Commentary 
(which indicates that the Papacy is meant). Buechsel (Die Johannes- 
briefe) writes: “Die Gestalt des Antichristen wird uns greifbar zuerst 
2 Thess. 2,3 ff.” Huther states (in Meyer’s Kommentar): “Mit Recht 
haben fast saemtliche Ausleger angenommen, dass Johannes unter 
diesem Feinde denselben versteht, von dem Paulus 2 Thess. 2:3 ff. redet; 
die Zuege die in der Schilderung des Apostels Paulus und die in den 
Andeutungen des Johannes hervortreten, entsprechen einander zu sehr, 
als dass daran gezweifelt werden duerfte.” 

This is also the position of Lutheran commentators, who are nearer 
to us in their adherence to Scriptural doctrine and share our conception 
of the Antichrist. Luther’s statement is clear and comprehensive: 
“Wie es fromme Lehrer vorher gesagt haben, also stehen jetzt die 
Ketzer auf, als die Cerinther, Ebioniten und andere, welche sie mit 
einem trefflichen Worte dvtixquoto. oder Widerchristen genannt haben. 
Also, wenn Paulus spricht: ‘Es reget sich schon bereits die Bosheit 
heimlich, ohne dass, der es jetzt aufhaelt, muss hinweggetan werden; 
und alsdann wird der Boshaftige offenbaret werden’, 2 Thess. 2:7, so gibt 
er damit zu verstehen, der wahre Antichrist wuerde in kurzem da 
sein und verrate schon damals seine Ketzereien. Denn dieser Antichrist 
streitet wider die Person Christi, ein anderer wider dessen Menschheit, 
der dritte wider die Gottheit Christi. Dieses sind Widerchristen stueck- 
weise, die Christo nur in gewissen Stuecken zuwider sind, dergleichen 
die Schwaermer sind. Ein anderer ist wider den ganzen Christum, und 
dieser ist das Haupt von allen, dergleichen das Papsttum ist. Denn der 
Hauptartikel christlicher Lehre ist dieser, dass Christus unsere Gerech- 
tigkeit sei. Wer nun diesen angreift, der nimmt uns den ganzen 
Christum und ist der wahre Widerchrist; Die Uebrigen tun ihm dazu 
Vorschub. Einer, der Ketzerei wider die Person Christi anrichtet, ist 
nicht ein so grosser Ketzer, als der Ketzerei wider das Verdienst Christi 
anstiftet.” (IX:1435.) 

This .view is endorsed by other teachers of the Church, such as 
A.L.Graebner (in an article on Christology, Theol. Quart., IV, p. 273), 
also by Zorn in his short exposition of the three Letters of John, And 
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Lenski writes, in his customary emphatic way: “Those are certainly 
right who find John’s coming Antichrist in Paul’s prophecy. ... The 
great Antichrist is the Papacy.” Only by recognizing this fact shall 
we do justice to the passages included in this brief investigation. (See 
Brief Statement, C.T.M., Vol.IV, p. 415, § 43.) 


P, E. KRETZMANN 


D. F. Pieper itber den Antidjriften 

Luther fojreibt (XII, 495 f.) itber den Gegenjag gwifdhen der Papftfirdje 
und der criftliden Kirde: ,Daraus fiehft du, momider jet das gange 
Rapftium mit alle feinem Wnhange tobt und twiitet, und wofiir fie gu Halten 
find, die diefen Wrtifel” (bon der Vergebung Der Sinden durch den Glauben 
an Chriftum ohne des Gejebes Werke), ,,fo hier St. Petrus predigt und be- 
tatigt Durd aller Propheten und der gangen Sdhrift Zeugnis, nidt horen 
nod) leiden wollen und nidjt aufhdren, dDarob fromme, unjdjuldige Leute 
gu verfolgen; eben mit dem Sdjein, dag fie die Kirde fein wollen und 
derfelben Namen aufs hodfte mider uns riihmen, fo jie doch) mit ihrer 
Lehre, Glauben und Tat itber fich felbjt geugen, dag fie aller Propheten und 
alfo der gangen RKirde Beugnid gutvider glauben und lehren. Diefe fin- 
nen je nicht die Kirche Chrifti fein, meil fie fo tirjtiglich und unbverfdhamt 
Gt. Retro und aller Schrift miderfpreden, ja Chriftum felbjt, als das 
Gaupt, in feinem Wort mit Figen treten, jondern miifjen de3 leidigen 
TeufelS verdammte Rotte jein und der GHriftliden Kirdhe hid fte 
Feinde, arger und fchadlider, denn feine Heiden oder Tiirfen find.“ 

Qur Beurteilung der Papftfirche, infofern fie die chriftlide Redhtferti- 
gungslehre berfludt und aus der Kirche und der Welt gu verbannen jucht, 
jagten twir frither:*> ,,€8 fann feinen griferen Feind der Kirde Gottes 
geben al8 das Papjttum. Die Kirde lebt in der Lehre von der Redhtfer- 
tigung und durch diefelbe. Dies ijt die geiftlide LebenSluft, twelche die 
Chrijten atmen: ,Mein Gott ijt mir armen Giinder gnadig und macht mid 
jelig nicht auf Grund meiner Werke und meiner eigenen Wiirdigfeit, jondern 
um feine3 menfdjgetwordenen Gohnes YEju Chrifti, meines Heilandes, 
willen.. Damit diefe Lehre gepredigt werden fonnte, ift der Sohn Gottes 
vom OSimmel herabgefommen und hat fein Gottesblut am Rreuge ver- 
goffen. Und diefe Lehre nun, welde die eigentlicdje Lebensluft der Chrijten 
ift, und in mweldher die Frucht des Todes de3 Sohnes Gottes gum Ausdrucf 
fommt — diefe Lehre fucht der Papft nicht nur immerfort auf alle Weije den 
Chrijten aus den Hergen gu reigen, indem er die Chriften durd feinen falfden 
Gottesdienft auf eigene Werke und auf Werke der Geiligen fiihrt, fondern 
Dieje Lehre verflucht der Papft aud) ausdriidlid. Ya, der Papft verflucht 
alle diejenigen, tweldje dafiirhalten, daf fie allein aus Gnaden um Chrifti 
willen geredht und felig werden. Und obtwohl fo der Papft durd) fein ganzes 
Rirdentwefen, ja durdh fehredlide Fliidhe den Chriften das nimmt, wodurd 
allein fie felig werden finnen, fo bindet er doch wiederum die Gewiffen der 
Menjdhen an fich durch liigenhafte Krafte, Beiden und Wunder und Ddurd 
die Behauptung, feiner fonne felig werden, der nicht dem Papite unter- 
ivorfen fet. Gagen Gie felbft, fann e3 twohl einen griferen Feind der 


*) Bortrige ither die Lehre bon der Rechtfertigung, S. 65. 66. 
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Kirche geben al8 den Papft? Was fann der Kirdhe Sdlimmeres wider. 
fahren, alS twenn ihr die Lehre von der Redhifertigung genommen ird, 
twodurd) allein fie lebt und eziftiert? Wenn mir jemand das leiblicge 
Leben nimmt, fo fann er mir danad in irdifden Dingen feinen groperen 
Sdaden mehr gufiigen. Go nimmt der Papft der Kirde ihr Leben, das 
geiftlide Leben, durch die offigielle Fortnahme der Lehre bon der Redjt- 
fertigung. — Man hat an einen Nero erinnert und in jeineSgleiden den 
Antidrijten finden twollen. Man hat auf die Unglaubigen Hingetwiefen und 
Diefe fiir den Antichriften erflart. Nun ift eS wahr, ein Nero und feines- 
gleiden haben die Chrifjten in Mafjen in graufamfter Weife abgefdladtet. 
Aber dabei fonnten die Chriften gang Frohlich jingen: ,OErr SCfu, nimm 
meinen Geift auf!‘ Und das Blut der Nartyrer ijt der Game der Kirde 
getworden. Aber das Papfttum mordet nun fdon feit einem Yabhrtaujend 
immerfort Millionen geiftlid, nachdem e3 fie unter dem Gehein der geift- 
liden Pflege angelocdt hat. Wie toricht ijt eS daher, tenn man in neuerer 
Zeit in Napoleon III. den WAntichrijten hat fehen wollen, und mance {eit eini- 
gen Sahren fogar gu Boulanger als UAntidhrijten Luft haben. C3 ijt ebenfalls 
twabr, die offenbar Unglaubigen find wiitende Feinde der Kirde. Aber twas 
die Chriften bon den ausgefprodenen Unglaubigen gu halten haben, twiffen fie. 
Dur diejelben werden fie nicht betrogen. — Woher fonunt e3 nun wohl, 
dak man heutgutage in dem Papft nicht den WUntichrijten erfennen will? 
Wokher diefe befrembdliche und traurige Tatjache, dak faft alle neueren, ,glau- 
bigen’ Theologen nach dem Antidrijten umberjuden, wahrend derfelbe vor 
ifren Wugen grok und madhtig fein Werk in der Kirche Hat? Sie ftehen 
nid@tin der lebendigen Erfenntini8 der Lehre von der 
Redhifertigung und der Widtigkeit diefer Vehre fiir 
Die KRirdhe. Beh mup aus cigener Erfahrung befennen, dak ich ert 
Dann in meinem Getwiffen lebendiq iibergeugt wurde, dak der Papft der 
Untichrift fei, als id) einerjeits erfannte, twas die Lehre bon der Rechtferti- 
gung fei, und twelche Bedeutung diefe Lehre fiir die Kirche habe, und anderer- 
jeit3, dDaB das Papjttum in der Leugnung und Verfluchung der Lehre von 
der Rechtfertigung fein eigentlicjes Wefen habe und durch den Schein der 
Srommigteit und durd die Behauptung, die alleinfeligmacjende Nirde gu 
fein, die Getwijfen an fich binde.“ (,,Chriftlide Dogmatif”, I, 668—670.) 


Luther’s Writing of 1542 


In 1542 Luther was a sick and weary man who had only four more 
years to live. Early in 1546 his oft-repeated prayer was heard, and he 
was translated into glory. Nevertheless, also during the last years of 
his life Luther continued to be aggressively active. His preaching 
ministry was carried on without interruption. His correspondence 
increased to such an extent that he complained that he could do hardly 
anything else than write letters. He was the faithful and cheerful 
counselor of thousands of persons of all stations and ranks of life. 
Of the writings of the great Reformer which agpeared in 1542 we 
mention the following three as meriting special study by our pastors 
at this time. 

The first is Bruder Richards Verlegung des Alkoran (Brother 
Richard’s Exposition of the Koran), which is found in the St. Louis 
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Edition of Luther’s works, XX:2218—2285. To the 224 paragraphs of 
Brother Richard on Mohammedanism Luther added 33 of his own, 
in which he exposes and castigates the fraud of that antichristian cult. 
Of eminent importance in this striking polemic is Luther’s declaration: 
“T do not regard Mahomet as the Antichrist. He is too crude [er macht’s 
zu grob] and has an easily recognized black devil [einen kenntlich 
schwarzen Teufel] who can deceive neither faith nor reason. But the 
Pope in our country is the real Antichrist. He has the exalted, subtle, 
beautiful, resplendent devil, who sits within Christendom.” This state- 
ment deserves attention especially because in some of his writings Luther 
occasionally spoke also of Mohammed as the Antichrist, regarding him 
as on the same level with the Pope. Here, as in his last great polemic 
against the Pope, “Wider das Papsttum zu Rom, vom Teufel gestiftet,” 
which appeared in the early part of 1545, Luther definitely marks the 
Pope as the Antichrist, just as he already had done officially in his 
“Smaleald Articles” in 1537. 


A much shorter writing of Luther published in 1542 is his “Trost 
fuer fromme, gottselige Frauen, denen es unrichtig in Kindesnoeten er- 
gangen ist.” You will find it in Vol. X:730—735. Here Luther shows 
himself a master of pastoral theology, comforting women burdened with 
the cross of miscarriages and similar troubles. It is a booklet consisting 
only of nine paragraphs, but every pastor ought to read it not only 
on account of the comfort which Luther affords in such cases but also 
because of the high veneration which the great Reformer here shows 
for Christian motherhood. It is a pity that this wonderful “Trostschrift” 
should remain unread by the majority of Lutheran ministers. 


Luther’s “Von den Juden und ihren Luegen” appeared in 1543 
but was completed already in December, 1542. The book is divided 
into four parts, one showing that unbelieving Judaism has no ground 
upon which to rest its rejection of Christ; another in which he points 
out by sound exegesis that the Old Testament prophecies concerning 
the Messiah have been fulfilled in Christ; a third which controverts the 
“lies of the Jews concerning the person of our dear Lord Jesus Christ”; 
and a fourth, making clear the difference between the Messiah of the 
Christians and that of the Jews. This monograph of his is found in 
Vol. XX:1860—2029. No one can read this fine treatise without having 
his faith in Christ mightily strengthened by Luther’s excellent Scrip- 
ture exposition. J.T. M. 
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The Graduate School and Pastors’ Institutes of Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, Mo. 


The Graduate School of Concordia Seminary is anxious to carry 
out Synod’s resolution to provide opportunities for advanced theological 
studies. A twofold program has been arranged, the one on the graduate 
level and leading to theological degrees, the other in the nature of 


astors’ institutes. 
P I. The Graduate School 


The Graduate School is conducted by the faculty through its com- 
mittee on Graduate Studies and through its Extension Division. The 
work in this school may be done in residence or by correspondence. 

1) The Graduate School is in session throughout the regular school 
year. During the 1941—1942 school year the program was arranged to 
meet the needs of candidates for the foreign mission fields and for 
pastors in the St.Louis area. The following courses were offered: 
Biblical Theology (Dr. Wm. Arndt), Comparative Religions (Dr. P. E. 
Kretzmann), History of Missions (Dr. F.Brand), Mission Methods (Rev. 
O. H. Schmidt), The History of the Orient (Prof. A. M. Rehwinkel), 
Chinese Language Study (Prof.A.T. Koehler, formerly missionary in 
China), The Pastor and the Modern World (a faculty committee assisted 
by Revs. W. Birkner, Paul Juergensen, V.Gloe as guest lecturers). 

2) The spring term, April 13 to May 22, is planned especially for 
pastors who can establish residence in St.Louis or who live within 
driving distance of the seminary. The class schedule is arranged to 
meet the convenience of the nonresident pastors. The following courses 
are offered this spring: Biblical Theology, The Pastor and the Modern 
World, and Preaching on Epistle Lections (Prof. R. R. Caemmerer). 

3) The faculty will conduct a summer school at River Forest for 
the third season, June 29—July 16. During the first week classes will 
meet every day from Monday until Friday in connection with the 
proposed Pastors’ Institute; during the second and third weeks sessions 
will be held on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays. Two courses 
will be available: Interpretation of the Epistle to the Hebrews (Dr. Th. 
Laetsch) and Parables of our Lord, stressing the social customs (Dr. A. W. 
Klinck). Pastors who wish to spend the three weeks in full-time study 
(six days a week) may enroll in courses described in the catalog of the 
Concordia Teachers College Summer School. Tuition fees and charges 
for room and board are held to a minimum. 

4) The Extension Division is in charge of Dr. P. E. Kretzmann, and 
enrollment in courses offered by correspondence may be effected at 


seadinioie II. Pastors’ Institutes for 1942 

Concordia Seminary is co-operating with the following local groups 
in arranging pastors’ institutes: 

1) St.Paul’s College, Concordia, Mo., June 9—12, Prof. L. Spitz in 
charge. The following program will be offered: The Concept of Sin and 
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Righteousness in the Psalms (Dr.G.V.Schick); Introduction to Early 
Church Music (Dr. Theo. Hoelty-Nickel, Director of Music at KFUO); 
Nature Study (Prof. W. Eifrig); Lectures on our Army and Navy Work 
(Chaplains in the service). 

2) Concordia Teachers College, River Forest, Ill., June 29—July 3. 
The program of the institute is integrated with the Pastors’ Summer 
School, and the lectures of Drs. Klinck and Laetsch are offered to the 
members of the summer school and the institute. In addition to these 
two series of lectures Dr. E. C. Kiessling of Watertown, Wis., will present 
five lectures on Martin Luther and five on American Fiction. Registra- 
tion should be made with Prof.O. W.Kraeft. Tuition for the Institute 
is $5.00. Room and board may be obtained at the college. 


3) Bethany College, Mankato, Minn., July 6—10. This institute is 
arranged for the pastors of the Missouri, the Wisconsin, and the Nor- 
wegian synods. Prof. J. P. Meyer of Thiensville will interpret the first 
seven chapters of 2 Corinthians; Dr. J.T. Mueller will offer lectures in 
the field of apologetics, the theme being The Christian Ministry in an 
Unchristian World; and Prof. A. M. Rehwinkel will lecture on the Pastor 
and Social Psychology. Prof. Carl S. Meyer of Bethany College will 
serve as dean. 

4) The institute at Grafton, Ill. (Pere Marquette State Park), Aug. 
23—28, is planned to meet the needs of pastors and teachers. The after- 
noons are devoted to recreation. Detailed information may be obtained 
from Rev. M.J.Schliebe, Litchfield, Il. 


5) The institute at Mt. Morris, Wis., Aug. 17—22, will offer opportuni- 
ties for study and recreation. The Rev.M.Strasen, Milwaukee, is in 
charge. 

6) Petit Jean Mountain, Ark., Aug. 17—20. Dr. Haentzschel will 
lecture on Applied Psychology for Pastors, and Professor Eifrig will speak 
on Nature Study. Additional information may be obtained from = 
Rev. A. H. Schleef, Fort Smith, Ark. 


7) Information concerning the institute at Saginaw, Mich., for pastors 
and teachers, Aug. 17—20, may be obtained from the Rev. H. A. Mayer. 

The Rev. W.C. Fleischer informs us that an institute will be con- 
ducted at Lake Okoboji, Iowa, July 20—26. Pastors in the area of this 
Walther League Camp are asked to write to Pastor Fleischer for de- 
tailed information. 

St.John’s College, Winfield, Kans., is arranging the third annual 
Walther League and Church Workers’ Institute, June 8—13. According 
to announcements this institute should appeal to all types of church 
workers. Prof.G.A.Kuhlmann will send information to all who are 
interested. 

Dr.O.P.Kretzmann will release information concerning the Val- 
paraiso Summer School in the school’s official bulletin. F.E. Mayer 


A New Religion for Methodists.— The Christian Beacon (Feb. 26, 
1942), under this title, publishes a well-deserved criticism of the new 
theology set forth in the Abingdon Quarterly (Oct.—Dec., 1941), the 
“new Sunday-school Literature for the use of the entire Methodist 
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Church,” which, as our readers recall, was recently united into one 
body. When the church union took place, provision was made that there 
shall be “one complete, co-ordinated system of literature published 
by the Methodist Publishing House for the entire Methodist Church.” 
The “co-ordination” took place in such a way that all distinctive Chris- 
tian tenets were suppressed and Modernism was given full and un- 
hindered sway. To prove this, The Christian Beacon points out a number 
of facts. The particular issue is entitled, “Some Great Christian Teach- 
ings.” Here are some examples of the “great Christian teachings,” 
1) Salvation. “The Christian life is, after all, a way of becoming like 
Jesus, as he is like God.” “So Jesus offered the way of service and 
love and unselfish usefulness. That is what he meant by  ‘sal- 
vation.’” Writes the Beacon: “The Gospel that Christ’s substitu- 
tionary death and atoning blood provides all men with the only means 
for the remission of their sins, the only escape from hell fire, and the 
only way to heaven is baldly and consistently rejected.” 2) Fatherhood 
of God. “Jesus made it clear that he (God) was the Father of all man- 
kind, which seemed to follow pretty clearly the idea that he had created 
all the races of men.” Writes the Beacon: “Jesus never taught anything 
of the kind. He never taught other than that God was the Father 
of those who accepted sonship by coming to Him through the propitia- 
tion made by His Son.” 3) The Person and Work of Christ. “Jesus was 
human. I think that often too much emphasis is placed upon the fact 
that Jesus was more than human and too little upon the fact that 
he was human.” “John tells us that God sent His Son into the world 
because He loves us. Don’t ever forget that. Don’t let anyone ever 
mislead you about that. Jesus did not come because God was intending 
to punish men terribly for their sins and could only be prevented from 
doing so by having someone killed like a helpless sheep. Not a bit of it! 
Jesus came because God loves us and wanted us to know what love 
could be like among men by actually seeing perfect love in a human 
being. This is the real story of what we call the incarnation, meaning 
that God, in Jesus, was made human.” This misrepresentation is so 
gross that we shall not quote from the long refutation which the Christian 
Beacon offers its readers. 4) The Holy Trinity. “After the Ascension 
the disciples found that what Jesus had told them and promised them 
really did come true. When they were doing the work of the Kingdom, 
they felt the presence of God with them and within them as the deepest 
reality of their experience. They referred to the presence of God 
as ‘being in the Spirit.’ ‘the Spirit of Jesus,’ or, most commonly, ‘the 
Holy Spirit’ Later, theologians, anxious to have a neat and orderly 
explanation for everything, developed the doctrine of the ‘Trinity’ in 
which some of the things they said sounded strangely, as if God were 
not truly one God but three gods. I suppose no man ever lived who 
could understand everything that was said about the Trinity.” 5) Sin. 
Of sin it is said: “That makes sin something entirely different from 
breaking laws.” To this the Christian Beacon replies: “This flat contra- 
diction of the Bible’s definition of sin needs no other comment than 
to quote from the Word of God: ‘For sin is the transgression of the 
Law’ (1 John 3:4).” From the second quarterly (Jan.—Mar., 1942) 
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the Christian Beacon quotes the following taken from the lesson of 
the temptation of Christ by Satan: “Now you can see that this was 
a struggle that went on within the heart of Jesus. It was not a battle 
between Jesus and some other person. The old pictures of Jesus on 
one rock and the devil on another have no place here.” — The miracles 
of Christ are flatly denied, as is shown by the comment on the stilling 
of the storm by Christ on the Sea of Galilee: “I have an idea that when 
Jesus awoke and spoke with his magnetic voice, vibrant as always with 
the sense of the spirit over the material world, the spirits of the disciples 
responded with such a wave of courage that it seemed to them that 
the storm was instantly more quiet, even if the wind velocity might 
have shown no change on a wind velocity indicator.” But let this suffice. 
When the Methodist church union was consummated, there were three 
Methodist bodies, in some of which there were still many believing 
Christians, who had their own Christian Sunday-school literature, pro- 
fessing the old Christian truths to which they were accustomed. Now 
a new Sunday-school literature has been adopted, and all Methodists 
in the united church are compelled to use it. They have no other 
choice; they must accept the modernistic views which deny sin and 
grace, the Law and the Gospel, in short, all the fundamentals of the 
Christian faith. The title of the article is indeed well chosen. A new 
religion has been foisted on the Methodists — the religion of Modernism! 
J.T.M. 

Methodist Unionism.— A sample of Methodist unionism is fur- 
nished by The Christian Beacon (March 5, 1942), which reports: “Chap- 
lain A. T. Noland has written an article in the February 19 issue of the 
Christian Advocate, in which, among other things, he sets forth his 
conception of the duties of chaplains. In his article this startling state- 
ment appears: ‘Every chaplain must be able to read the Ten Com- 
mandments to a Jew, say the Lord’s Prayer with a Protestant, and read 
a ‘Hail Mary’ to a Catholic. If this will not develop a true sense of 
brotherhood, nothing will.’” To this the Christian Beacon replies very 
aptly: “The Apostle Paul’s Spirit-inspired conception of the ministry 
is so different! Paul preached as one who was ‘allowed of God to be 
put in trust with the Gospel,’ and he preached the Gospel, ‘not as 
pleasing men, but God, which trieth the hearts’ (1 Thess. 2:4). How 
inadequate the reading of the Ten Commandments to meet the 
needs of a Jew lost in sin! It is not possible for the Law to give life, 
nor is it possible to be justified by the Law in the sight of God. 
‘But that no man is justified by the Law in the sight of God is 
evident: for the just shall live by faith, and the Law is not of faith’ 
(Gal, 3:11, 12). What all unsaved (rather, all unconverted) Jews need 
is the Gospel, ‘for it is the power of God unto salvation to the Jew 
first?’ (Rom.1:16).— The Lord’s Prayer has much in it for the believer 
but nothing for the unbeliever. The first words, ‘Our Father,’ neces- 
sarily imply that this prayer is only for those who have received the 
Lord Jesus Christ as Savior and thus have received ‘the power to 
become the sons of God’ (John 1:12). An unsaved (unconverted) 
Protestant likewise needs the Gospel.— As far as reading a ‘Hail Mary’ 
to a Catholic is concerned, it is hard to understand how a man called 
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of God to preach the Gospel could in sincerity read to anyone the fol- 
lowing words which are found in the ‘Hail Mary’: ‘Holy Mary, Mother 
of God, pray for us sinners now and at the hour of our death.’ An un- 
saved (unconverted) Catholic boy needs the Gospel, and if he is saved 
(converted), he needs no other intercessor than the Lord Jesus Christ, 
May God raise up chaplains who will feel the burden of lost souls 
among our boys and will give them the Gospel message of God’s redeem- 
ing grace through the blood of the Lord Jesus Christ!” In support of 
what The Christian Beacon writes, we may add that soldiers and sailors 
looking for personal assurance of faith in the crisis through which 
they now pass are not satisfied with modernistic Unionism, but crowd 
the service centers where the Law and Gospel are preached to them 
by genuine Christian chaplains. J.T.M. 


The Dry Rot of Pacifism.— Under this heading The Calvin Forum 
(March, 1942) uses very strong language against modernistic pacifists 
who under the plea of religion oppose the military service which they 
owe their government and country as citizens and which has always 
been readily granted by believing Christians on the basis of such pas- 
sages as Rom. 13:1 ff. and others. (Cf. Art. XVI: “Of Civil Affairs,” 
A. C., Trigl., p. 51.) The Calvin Forum writes: “Pacifism is not the 
innocent thing many people—especially religious people — silently 
assume it to be. Pacifism is refusal to defend the country that gives 
one protection. Pacifism is refusal to bear arms under all circum- 
stances. Pacifism is not a ‘weakness’ in a Christian brother that one 
ought to bear. The pacifist is actually a traitor to his country... . 
Pacifism is a crime against one’s nation and fellows. It is an outrage 
to refuse to defend one’s loved ones, one’s country, and the spiritual 
and moral values for which it stands. It means disobedience to one’s 
country, but no less disobedience to God, who teaches us in His Word 
that the magistrate does not bear the sword in vain and that we must 
obey the higher powers as ordained by Him.” In the course of the 
editorial the writer says: “I accuse such a paper as The Christian 
Century of being one of the most subversive influences in this critical 
situation in which we as a nation find ourselves.” 

The writer, of course, does not regard all pacifists as being equally 
guilty. Many have been misled by “specious arguments, by sentimental 
twaddle, by distortions of the teaching of our Lord, and of the New 
Testament.” But he asks all pacifists at this time to consider the scathing 
rebuke which “America’s greatest hero,” General Douglas MacArthur, 
wrote in comment upon the pacifist attitude of thousands of clergymen: 
“My predominant feeling with reference to the majority of the replies 
received by your paper from 19,372 clergymen is that of surprise— 
surprise at the knowledge that so many of the clergymen of our country 
have placed themselves on record as repudiating in advance the consti- 
tutional obligations that will fall upon them equally with all other 
elements of our citizenship in supporting the country in case of need. 
To exercise privilege without assuming attendant responsibility and 
obligation is to occupy a position of license, a position apparently sought 
by men who do not hesitate to avail themselves of the privileges con- 
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ferred by our democracy upon its citizens, but who in effect proclaim 
their willingness to see this nation perish rather than participate in its 
defense. Another surprise comes in the revelation that so many seem 
to be unfamiliar with the struggle of mankind for the free institutions 
that we enjoy. Magna Charta, the Declaration of Independence, the 
Emancipation Proclamation, the rights of small nations, and other 
birthrights of this generation have been bought with the high price 
of human suffering and human sacrifice, much of it on the fields of 
battle. I am surprised that men with clear and logical minds confuse 
defensive warfare with the disease which it alone can cure when all 
other remedies have failed. Do they not know that police systems 
and armed national defense are the human agencies made necessary by 
the deep-seated disease of individual depravity, the menace of personal 
greed and hatred?” 

On this stinging reproof of General MacArthur The Calvin Forum 
comments: “These words of the hero of the Philippines, as sound in 
their theology as in their common sense, may well burn into the con- 
sciences of the pacifists in this country. Against the background of 
the tragedy and the heroism of the Bataan Peninsula, where a great 
leader is fighting their battles, the contemptible character of the spurious 
and anti-Christian teaching of these pacifists stands out in bold and 
shameful relief.” The words of the editorial are indeed severe, but 
certainly no other language suits the occasion. The traitorous pacifism 
of Modernism is opposed both to God’s Word and the duties which 
citizens owe their country. Lutheranism is one with Calvinism in 
condemning this counterfeit pacifism. J.T.M. 


Regarding the Name of Synod. The committee appointed by Dr. J. 
W. Behnken to consider the question of changing the name of Synod had 
its preliminary meeting. This committee, consisting of the Rev. J. H. 
Meyer, Rev. Harry E. Olsen, and Mr. George Eigel, resolved first of all 
to serve as a clearinghouse for ideas on this question. Accordingly, this 
appeal herewith goes forth to our membership to send in arguments for 
and against the change of the name of Synod and then especially also 
to offer suggestions and proposals for a new name, adequate and appro- 
priate and truly representative of our historic position. The whole matter 
is apparently of considerable interest and certainly would prove to be of 
far-reaching importance if a change in name should be effected. The 
committee therefore looks forward to generous counsel and willing sug- 
gestions from the brethren. All correspondence should be directed to the 
secretary: Mr.George Eigel, 208 North Broadway, St.Louis, Missouri. 


Brief Items.— The Bible Society Record announces that, while in no 
language was the whole Bible published for the first time in 1941, two New 
Testaments appeared in languages not used for this purpose before. The 
languages are Ngandu, spoken in Belgian Congo, and Wa, spoken in 
Burma. Thus even now, while the trumpets are calling men to war, 
the Gospel of true peace is being spread. 

Vice conditions around Army camps in Mississippi became so 
notorious that Governor Paul B. Johnson called for anti-vice laws and 
offered to clean up the State or resign after receiving authority. The 
Legislature replied by passing suppression measures. — Christian Century. 
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For all congregations intending to erect new buildings the fol- 
lowing information printed in the Christian Century is important, 
“Churches along with many other types of important facilities are being 
called upon by the war production board to halt construction of new 
buildings for the duration of the war.” 


“The Reformers of the sixteenth century laid the ax to the root 
of the religious past, and their offshoots have been stunted and withering 
ever since. With religious authority gone, the State succeeds to its 
place, and ultimately we have totalitarian philosophy.” So writes a 
contributor in America (Roman Catholic). He thinks Protestantism 
is to blame for the vanishing of proper ideals in education. We sup- 
pose he has never heard that it was Melanchthon, the Lutheran 
reformer, who organized education in Germany. Nor is he aware of it 
that where Catholicism has held absolute sway, the masses have been 
kept in ignorance. Besides, Hitler and Mussolini do not come from 
Protestant but from Catholic homes. 


In Southern India the Methodists were ready to establish union with 
the other Protestant church bodies, but the Telugu Church Council 
voted against the idea, and the so-called North Tamil Church Council 
urged that the plan be modified, and the Travancore Church Council 
voted in favor of the plan by a majority of only 63 present “instead of 
the required 75 present.” It is heartening to see that according to this 
report of the correspondent of the Christian Century in India not all 
members of sectarian churches are in favor of union at any price. 


“All joy, enthusiasm, and delight seem to have deserted the Church 


and gone into the concert hall, the theater, the dance hall, and the 
athletic arena. In our churches we remain cold, prim, and decorous. 
Many of our so-called houses of worship have become academic halls 
in which we assemble with no expectation of mystical experience, but 
to listen perfunctorily to an address which promises an exceedingly 
mild spiritual stimulus, if any at all. No one could accuse us of 
being intoxicated with our religion.” These words occurred in an 
address of Dr. Gillis, editor of the Catholic World, New York, reported 
in the Christian Century. There is much truth in what this speaker 
said. Emotional excrescences, of course, would not help, but be merely 
adding another hindrance to the progress of heart religion. 


“Do we not all need to recognize that the smallest part of education 
is information? A wise man, I think, once defined education as ‘that 
which remains when we have forgotten all that we have been taught,’ 
and is not the kernel of the matter this—that man is essentially a 
spiritual being and that the deepest and truest function of education 
must be to make him aware of his relation to the power that is outside 
and greater than himself and of the practical consequences that this 
awareness must carry with it in his daily life?”— Lord Halifax in an 
address delivered at the annual dinner of the Church Club of New 
York. — Watchman-Examiner. A. 


Corrigendum 


On page 279 the word ending on the 9th line from the bottom of the 
page should be spelled Lutheromastica. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


No Salvation Without Substitution. By J. E. Conant, D. D., Th. D. 
W.B.Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 171 pages, 
5144x7%. $1.00. 

The title promises great things, and the book redeems, to a great 
extent, the promise. It unfolds the central teaching of Christianity, 
salvation through the vicarious work of Christ, and not only stresses the 
fact of it but sets forth the Biblical rationale of it: the justice of God 
demands the sinner’s death, divine love and mercy yearns for his 
salvation, divine wisdom found the way to reconcile justice and mercy, 
and thus divine grace forgives sins for the sake of Christ. “Here is the 
problem before which the greatest minds of all time have quailed and 
quit, for there appear to be contradictions that no philosophy can 
untangle.” “This is a problem for a God of infinite wisdom! Is it possible 
that any solution can be found? Certainly not by the wisdom either 
of man or of angel. . .. Man’s wisdom ends, and his philosophy stands 
dumb and helpless.” (Pp. 18, 106.) All of this makes fine reading. 
Dr.Conant is willing to accept the teaching of Scripture despite the 
protest of reason. It is to be regretted that he excludes Christ’s active 
obedience from His substitutionary work. (Pp. 125—127.) Then, too, 
he is too much concerned with showing that “the reasonableness, con- 
sistency, and logic of the fundamental facts in the Being of God will 
be seen to do no violence to the reason with which we are endowed.” 
(P. 19.) After all, our logic is not pure logic. The logic of the natural 
mind will always find fault with God’s ways. Instances where 
Dr.Conant’s logic led him astray: “Adam and Eve had no positive 
moral character of their own. Innocence they had. ... The teaching 
that man was created holy is not borne out either by God’s Word or 
by logic.” (P.481f.) “Salvation cannot be forfeited. ... Since our ruin 
by Adam was so complete that we can do nothing to undo it, our rescue 
by Christ must be so complete that we can do nothing to forfeit it, else 
merit comes into the transaction, and grace is banished.” (P. 146.— Some 
bad logic here!) Dr.Conant holds no brief for crass rationalism (see 
page 55: “Where Rationalism Began. Eve first allowed herself to listen 
and then became willing to consider the ‘reasonableness’ of what Satan 
said.... Thus having ‘listened to reason’ instead of believing God, she 
was deceived and blinded .. .”). And we are glad to see that, though 
occasionally he listens to the voice of reason and logic, on the great 
question of Substitution and related matters he listens to Scripture 
and bids philosophy and logic be silent. Where men do that, they learn 
the meaning of grace: “So if we were required to do the slightest thing 
either to be saved or kept, there would be «= cause in us, grace would 
no longer be possible, and salvation out of the question. The gift of 
eternal life is so completely a gift that there can be no cause in us, for 
it is all in Him. And this is grace!” (P. 149.) They will not try to 
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argue eternal damnation out of existence: “Hell is an unspeakable 
reality! And yet there are always those who refuse to believe in the 
justice of hell. It is only those, however, in whose hearts there is the 
spirit of criminals against God’s government. And it is a matter of 
common observation that no criminal is fit to judge of the justice of 
the law he has broken, for he is always prejudiced in his own favor.” 
(P. 98.) They will detest and denounce all forms of Pelagianism: 
“There is everywhere among the lost an inveterate determination to 
believe that man not only can but must do something to make it possible 
for God to save. Either the sinner must himself bring about an improve- 
ment in his life, or he must help or at least permit God to bring it about, 
for otherwise salvation would be impossible. To tell the average sinner 
that as we were born into this world, we are past all possibility of even 
the least moral improvement would amaze him out of measure.” (P. 159.) 
And if the Pelagian and synergist pleads the reasonableness of his teach- 
ing, they will tell him: “Yet this same doctrine of spontaneous genera- 
tion, scientifically disproved, still persists in the spiritual realm, but 
without all reason. Men are still determined to believe that by striving 
after high ideals and noble aspirations we can finally bring ourselves 
out of the realm of death into that of spiritual life. But neither is 
spiritual life spontaneously generated. This life also must come from 
pre-existent life, for it can never be generated by any effort of man.... 
Spiritual life can come into being only as it is generated, begotten, by 
pre-existent life, and God is the only possessor of that life. We are 
therefore shut up to Him if we are ever to come out of death into 
life.” (P. 152.) Tu. ENGELDER 


Christian Doctrine. By J.S. Whale. The Macmillan Company, New York. 
197 pages, 542x814. Price, $2.00. 

The reviewer was deeply interested in this compend of doctrinal 
theology, because it has been widely advertised as a new exposition of 
the fundamentals of the Christian faith in essential agreement with tra- 
ditional orthodoxy. A well-known periodical (The Lutheran Church 
Quarterly, January, 1942) introduces its review with the words: “On its 
jacket this book is described as ‘a forthright statement of the Christian 
faith and its eternal truths.’ That is no mere publishers’ notice. A read- 
ing of the book will justify the promise. Here is Christian doctrine, 
for the most part the historical doctrinal teaching of the evangelical 
Church; but its theology is no mere theology of repristination. It is the 
old theory in a new dress, persuasively presented but without apology 
or compromise.” Of this, however, hardly more than two things are 
true. The book offers no “theology of repristination,” which means, of 
course, orthodox theology, and “it is persuasively presented.” The latter 
deserves notice in particular. The writer’s approach is excellent. His 
diction and style (he is not afraid to quote French, Latin, and German 
statements), as also the mechanical make-up of the book, are very good. 
The compendium has the indescribable charm which inveigles one to 
read it to the end, and to the end it makes fascinating reading. The 
author is well-read in Roman, Genevan, and Lutheran theology, and what 
he has to say he tells in intelligible, dignified, and persuasive language, 
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almost entirely in that of traditional orthodoxy. For paragraphs and 
pages the unwary reader will be led to exclaim with the Quarterly: 
“Here is Christian doctrine!” So cleverly the author conceals what really 
is not Christian doctrine. It is only as the judicious student reads the 
eight chapters of the book (“The Living God”; “Man and His Sin”; 
“The Kingdom of God”; “Christ Crucified”; “Mysterium Christi”; “Life 
in the Spirit’; “Means of Grace”; “Death and the Age to Come”) 
thoughtfully and critically that he will perceive that here is Christian 
doctrine only on the surface. The author rejects the verbai and plenary 
inspiration of the Bible, deploring the “narrow biblicism of later Cal- 
vinism” (p.16). He acknowledges not one principium cognoscendi of 
divine truth but two (Scripture and the Church), really three: the 
Bible, the Church, the soul of the believing individual, through all of 
which the Holy Spirit does His work. (Cf. p.20.) To him the Christian 
doctrine of creation is not “an historical event but a description of 
existence, an expression of our adoring sense of the transcendent majesty 
of God and of our utter dependence upon Him” (p.32). This is Barthian 
existentialism. He holds to Pelagianism. “Christianity clings to man’s 
perfectibility and his inevitable progress. Sin must not become an 
obsession. We need not take it too seriously. Quaker George Fox may 
have sown his wild oats, but they were only Quaker Oats” (p.37). 
“Paradise before the Fall, the status perfectionis, is not a period of history, 
but our ‘memory’ of a divinely intended quality of life, given to us 
along with our consciousness of guilt” (p.52). “Sovereign election 
means that we are all the subjects of double predestination. We are all 
rejected in that we are condemned; we are the elected in that we are 
received in Christ” (p.67). This does away with the Biblical doctrine 
of election to salvation. Dr. Whale denies the vicarious atonement as the 
Church in its pure form holds it. The doctrine of substitution does not 
mean the “simple transference of punishment from the guilty to the 
innocent.” Men “recognize and acknowledge their sin and repent. In 
this sense they share in the sacrificial offering of the Servant and make 
it their own” (p.85). This denies the sola fide. The author writes: “We 
need this bold New Testament metaphor (“He who knew no sin was 
made sin for us”) to express the truth that the Savior felt the fact and 
burden of human sin as though it were his own” (p.88). This denies 
the reality of Christ’s passion. The writer does not hold the doctrine of 
the Trinity as the Church has formulated it. “The doctrine of the Trinity, 
qua doctrine, is not the heart of the Gospel. Nor—to cite the almost 
blasphemous error [!] with which the Quicunque Vult opens — is belief 
in its dogmatic formulation necessary to salvation” (p.120). These 
quotations suffice to show that what Dr. Whale offers in his Christian 
Doctrine is certainly not Christian doctrine in the sense of believing 
Christianity but only an attempt to present the dogmas of Christendom, 
by way of Barthian religious philosophy, in a manner acceptable to the 
reason of liberal English church members. The book might well bear 
the title “Yes and No,” for while using the Christian terminology, it 
denies the Christian doctrines in their commonly received meaning. 
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Dr. Whale is president of Chestnut College, Cambridge, England. The 
eight lectures, expanded into so many chapters, were originally deliv- 
ered in the University of Cambridge before men and women of all 
faculties, about six hundred persons attending them throughout. The 
book represents a triumph of Barthian and other more positive conti- 
nental religious influences over extreme Modernism and agnosticism in 
British theological circles. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Faith and Nurture. By H. Shelton Smith. New York, Charles Scribner’s 
Sons. 208 pages, 54x84. Price, $2.00. 

If philosophy is the handmaiden of religion, it may serve a good 
purpose, but if religion is made subject to philosophy, the result is 
hopeless confusion. Of this fact the present monograph offers abundant 
evidence. It is a study of modern religious education, presenting the 
following subtopics: Liberal Faith and Protestant Nurture; Beyond the 
Social-Gospel Idea of the Kingdom of God; Man in Christian Perspective; 
Faith in the Divine Initiative; the Church— Community of Christian 
Nurture; Religious Faith and the Democratic School. The author begins 
by sketching the historic tendencies of Liberalism, beginning with the 
writings of William E. Channing, Theodore Parker, and Horace Bushnell, 
of whom the former two definitely aligned themselves with Unitarianism, 
and the last with a Liberalism which took a definite stand against 
Bible orthodoxy. The nefarious and blasphemous work begun by these 
subverters of the truth was continued, in more recent times, by Coe and 
Soares, as the prophets of evolutionism and Liberalism in modern re- 
ligious education. With such prophets to proclaim its tendencies, 
religious education today is definitely anti-Scriptural in its teaching on 
the person and work of Christ (pp. 22,24), on the natural condition of 
the child (p. 30), on the Kingdom concept (p. 34), on the doctrine of sin 
(p.92), and in numerous other instances. The author offers some anti- 
dote in criticisms scattered throughout his presentation. He states, for 
example, in connection with the doctrine of sin: “It is the Christian 
faith that human sin is directed ultimately against God, the ground 
of human existence and the source of human salvation.” (P.98.) With 
reference to the assumption of the natural innocence of children the 
author says: “The child who knows himself as sinner, at least has 
a basis for repentance, whereas the child who knows himself as good 
cannot be expected to feel the need of repentance.” (P.123.) Again, he 
writes: “It is an illusion to assume that the human self may resolve its 
tensions between egoistic impulse and social community by a recourse 
simply to reason. Reason can envisage life in its wider dimensions, and it 
can establish, within limits, norms of judgment, but it cannot provide 
the dynamic of redemption.” (P.131.) In the concluding paragraph of 
the book the author states: “It can be seen that one basic source of 
the secularization of liberal Protestant nurture is modern educational 
philosophy.” (P. 202.) His criticisms throughout the book might have 
been even sharper than they are. The reading of this book will convince 
every Bible Christian that there is a definite need for the sound educa- 
tion which the Lutheran Church advocates. P. E. KretzMANN 
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Towering O’er the Wrecks of Time. By Henry F. Wind. Published by 
Ernst Kaufmann, Inc., Chicago. 128 pages, 54% x8. Price, $1.00. 

The author says in his preface, “The wrecks of time are once more 
cluttering up the earth, obstructing God’s good and gracious will for the 
happiness and the salvation of mankind. The world of today presents 
a sorry picture of sin and evil, of devastation and destruction, a picture 
so depressing, so discouraging, that the strongest faith of man in the 
goodness and mercy of God toward His children is tried and tempted. 
But over all the wrecks of time there still towers the Cross of Christ, the 
instrument of our redemption from sin and death, the only hope and 
refuge for a weary, sin-sick world. More than ever before men need 
to be reminded of this Cross. More than ever, men need to be encour- 
aged to lift up their eyes and to behold this Cross in faith and love. 
For in this Cross lies the salvation, the only salvation, of a sin-lost world. 
Through the power of this Cross alone man can make his peace with 
God and once more live as a brother with his fellow-men. 

“There is, therefore, a great need for the preaching of the Cross. 
And it is with this conviction that these meditations on Lenten texts 
have been written. May they serve their intended purpose of directing 
you to the bleeding and dying Savior, that you may behold Him with 
greater faith and deeper love, to His glory and your salvation in time and 
in eternity.” (P.7f.) What is spoken in these words is the best recom- 
mendation for these Lenten meditations. 

The announcement of these twelve Lenten sermons in this book 
comes rather late for the pastor’s use during this Lenten season; how- 
ever, the Scriptural truths expressed are always needed, especially in 
these days of great distress in the world. We should preach them “in 
season, out of season.” Besides by their Scriptural contents these ser- 
mons recommend themselves by their plain, understandable language 
and the application of God’s truth to the needs of men. For instance, 
we read, “A mere intellectual conviction of sin is not sufficient before 
God. There must be a conviction of the heart. The thunder of Sinai 
must not only beat upon the ear, it must shatter the heart of man in 
contrition and repentance before God can move his soul by the Spirit’s 
power to place its trust and confidence in the Savior, burdened with 
man’s sin.—Is it not true that all too many Christians do not seem to 
take sin seriously? Does not the confession of sin appear to be nothing 
more than the rather casual recitation of an oft-repeated formula in 
the case of all too many worshipers in the divine services in God’s house? 
Can there be real sorrow and contrition over sin where there is little 
understanding of the nature and guilt of sin? And where there is no 
genuine sorrow and repentance, there certainly can be no real apprecia- 
tion of God’s love and forgiveness through Christ, our Savior. Does it 
not behoove everyone of us to examine himself in this Lenten season? 
Are we not all guilty of spiritual apathy and lassitude, a serious de- 
ficiency in our spiritual health, which may terminate in spiritual death 
if God does not in mercy grant us renewed spiritual vigor and strength?” 
(P. 81.) J.H. C. Frrrz 
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The War of the “Ages.” By Dan Gilbert. Published by Zondervan Pub- 
lishing House, Michigan. 68 pages, 544x734. 35 cents. 

These essays by a conservative writer present trends of modern 
thought in the social, economic, and political spheres of life. The fol- 
lowing topics are briefly treated: I. The American Ideal of Individualism, 
II. Creative Conservatism. III. The War of the Ages. IV. Radicalism and 
the Schools. V. The Philosophy of Destructionism. VI. The I. W. W. and 
the C.I.O. VII. Socialism Enslaves Labor. The Christian preacher should 
know what people think and do; especially what subversive satanic 
forces are at work among them. His preaching should reflect such 
knowledge and counteract whatever sinister influences may be found 
among those who are entrusted to his care and among such as hear him. 

J. H.C. Frirz 


Significant Women of the Bible. By Alice Campbell Pease. Zondervan 
Publishing House. Grand Rapids, Mich. 135 pages, 54%4x8. $1.00. 
We believe that this book, treating an ever interesting subject, may 
be of some help to our pastors in instructing such woman societies as 
exist in their churches. But the book must be used with great care; 
for while there are whole pages that can be studied with pleasure and 
profit, it contains also viewpoints and judgments that are incorrect. 
The author thus says that it is not of vital import whether the creation 
days consisted of twenty-four hours or of twenty-four eons of time. 
(P. 13.) Eve is described as the “Mother of Initiative,” and her sin is 
represented almost as a laudable act. “How magnificent Eve stood in 
her disobedience!” (P. 21.) The deceit of Abraham and Sarai, when 
claiming that she was merely his sister and not his wife, is described 
as “an error of judgment.” (P. 27.) Delilah, who finally trapped Sam- 
son, is lauded because of her loyalty to her lords and represented as 
a heroine deserving appreciation. (Pp. 73 ff.) Such errors on the part 
of the writer destroy the usefulness of the book. The women whose 
lives are described in the volume are Eve, Sarah, Rebekah, Rachel, 
Miriam, Deborah, Delilah, Ruth, Hannah, Esther, Mary, the “Hos- 
pitable Women.” J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Women and the Church. By Louise Miller Novotny. The Standard 
Publishing Company, Cincinnati, O. 160 pages, 5x74. 

Mrs. Novotny writes in an engaging manner on an important subject 
which requires the attention of every Lutheran pastor also. While we 
do not agree with many of the opinions expressed in the book, we still 
feel free to recommend it to the brethren in the ministry. The discerning 
pastor will find valuable suggestions on organizing and conducting 
women’s societies within the congregation. Tu. LaretscH 


The Fifth Column in Our Schools. By Dan Gilbert, D.D. Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 63 pages, 542734. Price, 

35 cents. 
The subtitle of this pamphlet sufficiently characterizes it, namely: 
Un-American Textbooks; Education in Revolution; Education in Pa- 
ganism; Spreading Atheist Poison in America. These are also the 
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chapter headings, together with one bearing the same caption as the 
entire book. Gilbert’s style is well known from his other books, many 
of which have discussed similar problems. He does not attack these 
problems with kid gloves. His books are always informational and 
stimulating. He exposes Beard and Rugg and Einstein, as they should 
be exposed before the world. At the same time it must be stated that 
the author frequently does not distinguish between the functions of the 
Church and those of the State. In this book, as in some of his other 
publications, he is decidedly in favor of Christianizing the social order. 
Under our American system we have no business to Christianize the 
State schools. The answer is rather in the facts presented by the his- 
tory of our own Lutheran parish-schools. Yet the citizens of America 
whose children attend the public schools are entitled to a most definite 
objection to un-American text-books, to Communism in our schools, 
and to all other tendencies which threaten to undermine the foundation 
of our civilization. From this angle the book before us is most valuable. 
The discriminating pastor will do well to read it carefully and then to 
follow his good Christian judgment in making such deductions as may 
seem to be required. P. E. KRETZMANN 


Proceedings of the Thirty-Eighth Regular Convention of the Ev. Lutheran 
Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States. Fort Wayne, Ind., 
June 18—27, 1941. Concordia Publishing House, St.Louis, Mo. 
448 pages, 6X9. 85 cents. 


It would seem almost superfluous to advertise this report, for it 
is an indispensable handbook not only for every official and every pastor 
of Synod, but also for laymen everywhere. It has been said that the 
members of our congregations are not familiar with the working of 
our Church body, that they have only a vague idea of its institutions 
of learning, that they are entirely ignorant concerning the doctrinal 
differences which have militated against unity in the various Lutheran 
bodies of America, and that the entire field of Christian education is 
foreign to their thinking. We can hardly convince ourselves that this 
could be true. We well remember that, in the aftermath of the Pre- 
destinarian Controversy, in the late eighties and early nineties of the 
last century, even the laymen in our congregations studied the con- 
fessional writings of the Lutheran Church, so that they were able to 
to give an account and a reason for the hope that was in them. Many 
a voters’ meeting could expedite the transaction of its regular business 
in order to have time for a discussion of the vital doctrinal and ad- 
ministrative questions which are presented in the report of the 1941 
convention. The section on Intersynodical and Doctrinal Matters alone 
might occupy the time of a congregation for a series of meetings. And 
as we read the reports on our educational institutions, our missions at 
home and abroad, our young people’s work, and of other parts of our 
far-flung endeavors, we are bound to urge prayerful study of the dis- 
cussions and resolutions, so that the Lord’s Zion may be built also 
in our midst. P. E. KRETZMANN 
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“True or False” Contests on the Bible. By Herbert F. Moehlmann, 
Chaplain, United States Army. Zondervan Publishing House, 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 62 pages, 542x734. Price, 35 cents. 

True-false tests and contests in Bible-study have gained consider- 
able favor during the last years, and with good reason. If properly 
prepared, they certainly encourage thinking and stimulate discussion, 

One should become acquainted with the method and apply it whenever 

opportunity seems favorable. Apparently this is the case in a very 

high degree in the “open forum” meetings of Lutheran service centers 
in the United States army camps. The author offers eighteen contests, 
some of them covering large parts of the Bible, others confined to indi- 
vidual books. He has undertaken a difficult task, and the questions are 
of unequal merit. But one who has made this field of testing a study 
may derive benefit from the perusal of this book. If nothing else, many 
of the questions may be adapted to special conditions. 

P. E. KRETZMANN 

God Runs My Business. By Albert W.Lorimer. Published by Fleming 
H. Revell Company, N.Y. 192 pages, 544x7%%. Price, $1.00. 

This book may well be recommended for a wide circulation. 

R. G. Le Torneau, the subject of its story, is a Christian business man who 

believes that “religion and business will mix when the Lord Jesus 

Christ enters the human heart.” Mr. Le Torneau has three large factories 

in the United States (Stockton, Cal.; Peoria, Ill; Toccoa, Ga.) and one 

in Sydney, Australia. He gives away ninety per cent of his earnings 
to the Lord’s work, and to date this adds up to $12,000,000. He did not 
begin his business career with a large financial inheritance but began 
it as a poor young fellow. His success is due to the fact that he lets 

God run his business. He is also engaged in widespread evangelistic 

work. He says, “I wonder if we haven’t been getting away from the 

God of our forefathers. I wonder if we haven’t been worshiping the 

almighty dollar more than Almighty God, who made this world and 

all the dollars that are in it. I wonder if what this country needs isn’t 

to go back to the God of our forefathers and seek Him first” (p.175). 

The book is well written, and its contents are highly captivating and 

strengthening for the Christian faith. At that, the book costs only one 

dollar. Pastors who have read it will desire to recommend it to their 
church members, particularly to the business men of their congregation. 
J. H.C. Frrrz 


Shade of His Hand. By Victoria Booth Demarest. The Westminster 
Press. Philadelphia. 93 pages. $1.00. 

The author is a granddaughter of General William Booth. In this 
volume she opens her heart to others who walk in the valley of the 
shadow and applies the light of God’s Word to the various phases and 
problems of human suffering. It is both comforting and inspiring. 

W. G. Poiack 
BOOKS RECEIVED 


From the Wartburg Press, Columbus, Ohio: 
Story Talks for Children. The Village Parson in the Junior Church 
iS J rg Sermons for Boys and Girls). By Karl Rest. 135 pages, 544X714. 
rice, $1.00. 





